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| protest the proposed rezoning becauss _See Aftachment A

Usesepatale shest fnecesgary

:I'he proporty inwhich | own an undivided inlerest of atleast 51%, and an behalf of which this protestis being filed,
is silusled at: {doscribe proparty by address and Assessor's Parcel Number)
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CM/MM‘A (K PUmE

and | now zoned R]-8 Distriet. (in Santa Clara County)
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Page2 ZONING PROTEST APPLICATION

This form must be signed by DME or mare owiners of an undivided inlerest of al least 51% In the lot of parcal for
which such prodast is filed, such interest being not maraly an easament. Atenant underaleass which has e
remalhing term of fen years or longer shall ba deemad an “owner” for purposes of this protes). When the owner of
an eligible protesl site is a legal entitiy other than a pargon or persons, the protest patilion shall be signed by the
duly authorized officer{s) of sueh legal enlity, When such lagal entity is a homeownar's assoclation, the pratest
petition shall be slgned by the duly aulhorized oflicer(s) of such assoctatton, of, In lieulhereol, by 51% oliha
memhers of the associallan,
PRINTNAM DAYTIME
E?[M Tinviws A leuy, TELEPHONE# 706~ 3 7 7-¢(31%
ADDRESS ‘ 7. ’ CITY ETATE ZIPCODE
74 tresn (eng (gl oy Zivnt”
SIGNATURE (Nota % N /1/ B;JE
Ly, Loz Sftm fotn L2, 20 2]
PRINT NAME Ve DAYTIME 4
TELEPHOME #
ADDRESS CImY STATE ZIPCODE
SIGNATUAE (Natarlzed) DATE
J PRINT NAME DAYTIME
TELEPHONE #
HDDRESS CITY STATE ZIPCODE
SIGNATURE (Motarized) _ CATE
PRINT MAME DAYTIME
TELEFHONE #
ADDRESS CITY STATE ZIPCODE
SIGNATURE (Motarized) DATE
PRINTNAME DAYTIME
TELEFHOMNE #
ADDAESS Cmy STATE ZIFCODE
SIGNATURE {Matarlzed) DATE
PRINT MARIE DAYTIME
TELEFHOME #
ADDRESS CITY STATE ZIPCODE
SIGNATURE {Notarlzed) DATE
UIse separale shesi lfnacessary

PLEASE CALL THE APPOINTMENT DESK AT {408) 535-3555 FOR AN APPLICATION APPOINTMENT.
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STATE OF CALIFQRNIA ]
R

county oF _ gPnTR &Mk )

O 61 le {¢ before mae, H'6 wa'ﬁ - Motary Public, peisonally appearid

1 pﬂ[“[’ﬁf\”ﬂ‘! £, LE”‘{ —_— » who proved 1o me on the basis of
satisfactory evidence-tn be the person(s) whose name(slisfare subscribed o the within instrument and
acknowledged to me that Jegshe/they executed the same ingfiEfher/their authobzed caparity{ies), and
that bydisPer/thelr signatuse(s) on the instrument the person(s), or the enkify upon behalt of which the
personis) acted, exemuted the ingtrument,

1 certfy under PENALTY OF PERJURY under the laws of the State of California that the foregoing
paragraph is true and correct,

M. 5. LUCiD
F Commisslon # 1798411
L Molary Pub|lc . Caliorn|a
Eonia Clara Counly
Corm.

WITHNESS my hand and official seal.

:

{Seal)

STATR OB CALIFQRNIA )
_ 1 osm
COUNTY OF )
Cn before me,  Motary Public, personally appeared

» who proved o me on the basis of
gatisfactory evidence-to be the person(s) whose name(s) isfare subscribed to the within instrument and
acknowledged to me that hefshefthey executed the same in hisfher/their anthorized capacity{ies), and
that by histher/their slgnature(s) on the instrument the person(s), or the entily upon behalf of which the
persen(s) acted, executed the instrument,

I certify under PENALTY OF PERJURY under the laws of the State of CaMfornia that fhe foregoing
paragraph is true and correct,

WITHESS my hand and official seal.

{Seal)

Notary Fublic

0194370.1
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TTACHMENT A

TO ZONING PROTEST APPLICATION

I protest -- and respectfully urge the City Council fo deny -- the proposed Director
Initiated Prezoning (File No. C10-010} (“Prezoning”) that would result in the rezoning of
my property to I-1-5 Single-Family Residence Zoning Districk upon annexation to the
City of San Jose for the following reasons and with reference to the following facts:

1. © Prezoning Paves the Way for Streamlined Annexation Without Protest, The
Prezoning is proposed in conjunction with - and is a necessary prerequisite to — the City
of San Jose’s intended streamlined “urban pocket” annexation {pursuant to Gevernment
Code § 56375.3) of approximately 103 gross acres, consisting of 330 parcels in
unincorporated Santa Clara County, which is commonly known as Cambrian 36,
Cambrian 36 encompasses my property and borders both the City of Campbell and the
City of San Jose,

2. Prezoning Directly Contradicts City of Campbell and Cambrian 36 Property

Ownerg Requests. The Prezoning is the first step of a unilateral effort initiated by the City
of 5an Jose to annex Cambrian 36 — an effort which directly contradicis the stated desire of
both the City of Campbeli and Cambrian 36 property owners to annex Cambrian 36 into
the City of Campbell. In October of 2006, a petition signed by 204 Cambrian 36 property
owners was presented to the City of Campbell asking that it be annexed to the City of
Campbell. Inresponse, the City of Campbell directed its staff to pursue two different
possibilities for annexation of Cambrian 36, one which recetved preliminary support from
City of San Jose staff. Councilmember Judy Chirco, citing an inapplicable 1984 city policy
(cancerning de-nnnexation), quashed this effort. Despite this disappointing response, both
Campbell's and Cambrian 36 property owners’ interest in annexing Cambrian 36 remains
unequivocal. As recently expressed in the Mayor of Campbeli’s letter to the Mayor of San
Joze dated 3eptember 2, 2010, “Campbell welcomes the annexation of the Cambrian #36
pocket into our city, The residents have Campbell mailing addresses, identify with
Campbell, and stated a clear preference to be part of Campbell.” '

3. Prezoning Will Result in Annexation that Will Not Benefjt My Praperty. My

property will not benefit from the City of San Jose's intended annexation that will result
from the proposed Prezoning. On the conérary, it will result in a downgrade of my cirrent
services received from the County of Santa Clara at an increased cost. The City of San Jose
does not currently provide Cambrian 36 residents any services and it has not provided any
indication that it is capable of meeting the standard of services that we currently receive,
Furthermore, it has not resolved the pressing issue of the City’s ability to provide fire




Residential

service. As such, the City’s intended annexation would not qualify for a streamlined
urban island annexation pursiant to Government Code § 56375.3 because it does not meet’
the criteria set forth in Government Code § 56375.3(b)(6).

4, alyais of Prezoning js Insufficient. Staff has not provided a sufficient
analysis of how the proposed Prezoning compares with my property’s existing County
zoning. For example, it has not explained or analyzed how the permitted and conditional
uses in the proposed zone will compare with what uses are currently allowed under my
property’s existing zoning. Nor has it provided a comparison of floor area ratios and
densities efc. Further, it has not provided sufficient analysis of what existing legal uses
would become legal non-conforming. As such, it is impossible for me to understand and
evaluate the affect of the Prezoning on my property.

5. Enyivonmental Review of Prezoning Violates CEQA. BEnvironmental review af fhe

Prezoning has not been conducted in compliance with the California Environmentsl
Quality Act (“CEQA”). the City of San Jose’s attempted reliance on the San José 2020
General Plan Envirenmental Impact Report (“EIR") is legally inadequate. The EIR was
certified as complete on August 16, 1994 -- more than 16 years ago - and is not current
nor accurate. Sinee its certification, new information of substantial importance to the
Prezoning that was not known and could not have been known at the time the EIR was
certified as complete is now available (such as changes in urban service area, changes in
population, changes in provision of services, public infrastructure etc.}. As such,a
supplemental or subsequent EIR would need to be prepared in order to include new
information since the certification date. At the very minimum, an addendum to the EIR is
required (o make minor corrections or changes. See Public Resources Code § 21166 and 14
Cal. Code Regs § 15162.

. Public Hearing Notice Violated City and State Nofice Eequirements. Notice for the

San Jose Planning Commission August 25th public hearing on the Prezening failed to
comply with the City’s own netice policies and State Planning & Zoning notice
requirements. Despite repeated requests for deferral from Cambrian 36 property owners
based on this insufficient notice as well as lack of staff analysis and inadequate CEQA
review, the Planning Commission refused to grant the deferral request and instead
recommended the Prezoning for the City Council’s approval. As such, the Planning
Commission’s recommendation is null and void and the City Council’s consideration of
the Prezoning is premature and does not comply with Municipal Code § 20.120.030(B).
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The property Inwhich | own an undivided Inlerast of atleast 519, and on hahalf of which thlg protest [s being filed,
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ZONING PROTEST APPLICATION

This form must be sloned by ONE or more owners of an undivided inferest of atleast 51% in the ot or parce| jar
which such protest is filed, such interest belng nat merely an sasemant. A tenant under aleasewhich hasa
remaining term of len years or longer shall be deamed an "owner' for purposes of this profast. YWhen the owner of
an sligibls protest sits is a legal enliliy olher than a person or persons, The protsst petlllon shall be signed by lhe
duly aulhorized officar(s) of such legal enlily. When such lagal endily Is a homeownar's associalion, the protest
pedillan shall be signed by the duly authorized officer (5) of such assockztion, or, in lieu hareof, by 51% olthe
mambeare oflhe aszocialion. '

PRINT NAME

CAYTIME

TELEPHONE# 423 8 35 7 724 53

(T2 HOpecamy Se

ADDRESS CiTY _ ~ STATE ZIP COOE
4z SHade sc K PR CAM@RELL. A P5p0¥
SI Notarlzed L
i %" 2"? » O

FRINTNAME DAYTIME

TELEPHOME #
ADDRESS CITY STATE ZIF CODE
SIGNATLUIRE (Notarized) DATE
PRINT NAME CAYTIME

TELEFHDWE#
ADDRESS CrmyY STATE ZIF CODE
SIGMNATURE {Noterlzed) DATE
PRINT NAME DAYTIME

TELEFHOMWE#
ADDRESS CITY STATE ZIPGODE
SIGHATURE (Motar|zed} DATE
PRINT NAME DAYTIME

TELEPHGME#
ADDRESS CITyY STATE ZIPCODE
SIGMNATURE {(Notarized} DATE
PRINT NAME DAYTIME

TELEPHOWE#
ADDRESS CITY STATE ZiPCODE
SIGHATURE (Notarlzed) DATE

Use separate sheelifnecessary

PLEASE CALL THE APPO!NTMENT DESK AT (408) 535-1555 FOR AM APPLICATION AFFOINTMEMT,
Zonlng Pioves S Sapp Beatiah Aer. GRS 00N




STATE QT CALIFORNIA ]

| Y
COUNTY OF ﬁw‘ﬁ %—6‘-} )

Cn ﬁ 27 / 2000  pefrome, MM‘U QM%/ , Notary Public, personally appeared
\fq'ui‘arr Her ivon— D U%MH ar i , who proved to me on the basis of
satisfactory evidenceto be the pe:sﬁn(ﬁ')qfhoae name 15!@1% subscribed to the within instrument and
acknowledged to me that hefgie/tity executed the same in hisfheffdir authorized capacity(igf), and
that by hisfhetfth#ir signature(y) on the instrument the pem:}n(?)f or the entity upon behalf of which the
pe:sanp{; acted, executed the Inztrument.

I certify nnder PENALTY OF FERTURY under the lawe of the State of California that the foregoing
paragraph is true and corzact,

r

RIA PEPPER
Hﬂlﬂmll;ﬂu,u EI BL‘la 3285 z
olary . Cali
ESSmy h official seal. Stnta Clace cmllll'umli i
Comen, £ :
(A {Seal)
Natar}r‘f'ﬁbﬁc ¢
STATE OF CALIFORNIA )
1 &s
COUNTY OF )
On before me, __ , Notary Public, personally appeared

, who proved to me on the basis of
satisfactory evidenceto be the person{s) whose name(s) isfare subscribed to the within instrument and
acknowledged to me that hefshefthey executed the same in hisfher/their antherized capacity(ies), and
that by hisfher/their signature(s) on the instrument the person(s), or the entity wpon hehalf of which the
personis) acted, execnted the instrement.

I certify under PENALTY OF PERJURY under the laws of the State of California that the fnregoing
paragraph is true and cosrect,

WITNESS my hand and official seal.

{Seal)

Notary Public

201943701
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ATTACHMENT A

TO ZONING FROTEST APPLICATION

I protest -- and respectfully urge the City Council to deny -- the proposed Director
Initiated Prezoning (File No. C10-010) (*Prezoning”) that would result in the rezoning of
my property to R-1-5 Single-Family Residence Zoning District upon annexation to the
City of San Jose for the following reasons and with reference to the following facts:

1. Prezoning Paves the Way for Streamlined Annexation Without Protest. The
Prezoning is proposed in conjunction with -- and is a necessary prerequisite to — the City
of San Jose's intended streamlined “urban pocket” annexation (puisuant to Government
Code § 56375.3) of approximately 103 gross acres, consisting of 330 parcels in
unincerperated Santa Clara County, which is commonly known as Cambrian 36.
Cambrian 36 encompasses my property and borders both the City of Campbell and the
City of San Jose.

2. Prezoning Directly Contradicts Ci mpbell and Cambrian 36 Prope

Owners Requests. The Prezoning is the first step of a unilateral effort initiated by the City
of San Jose to annex Cambrian 36 —an effort which direcély contradicts the stated desire of
both the City of Campbell and Cambrian 36 property owners to annex Cambrian 36 into
the City of Campbell. In Qctober of 2006, a petition signed by 204 Cambrian 36 property
owners was presented to the City of Campbell asking that it be annexed to the City of
Campbell. In response, the City of Campbell directed its staff to pursue two different
possibilities for armexation of Cambrian 36, one which received preliminary support feom
City of San Jose staff. Councilmember Judy Chirco, citing an inapplicable 1984 ity policy
(concerning de-annexation), quashed this effort. Despite this disappointing response, both
Campbell's and Cambrian 36 property owners’ interest in annexing Cambrian 36 remains
unequivocal. As recently expressed in the Mayor of Campbell’s letter to the Mayor of San
Jose dated September 2, 2010, “Campbell welcomes the annexation of the Cambrian #36
pocket into our city. The residents have Campbell mailing addresses, identify with
Campbell, and stated a clear preference to be part of Campbell.”

3. Prezoning Will Resulf jn Annexation that Will Not Benefit My Property. My

property will not benefit from the City of San Jose’s intended annexation that will result
from the proposed Prezoning. On the contrary, it will result in a downgrade of my current
services received from the County of Santa Clara at an increased cost. The City of San Jose
does not currently provide Cambrian 36 residents any services and it has not provided any
indication that it is capable of meeting the standard of services that we currently receive.
Purthermore, it has not resolved the pressing issue of the City’s ability to provide fire
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service, As such, the City’s intended annexation would not qualify for a streamlined
urban island annexation pursuant to Government Code § 56375.3 because it does nof meet
the criteria set forth in Government Code § 56375.3{b)(8).

4. Staff Analysis of Prezoning is Insufficient. Staff has not provided a sufficient

analysis of how the proposed Prezoning compares with ary property’s existing County
zoning. For example, it has not explained or analyzed how the permitted and conditional
uses in the proposed zone will compare with whatuses are aurently allowed under my
property’s existing zoning. Nor has it provided a comparison of floor area ratios and
densities etc. Purther, it has not provided sufficient analysis of what existing legal uses
would become legal non-conforming. As such, it is impossible for me to understand and
evaluate the affect of the Prezoning on my property.

5, Bnvironmental Review of Prezoning Viclates CEQA. Environmental review of the
Prezoning has not been conducted in compliance with the California Environmental
Quality Act (“CEQA™). the City of San Jose's attempted reliance on the San José 2020
General Plan Environmental Impact Report (“EIR”) is Jegally inadequate. The EIR was
certified as complete on August 16, 1994 — more than 16 years ago — and is not current
nor accurate. Since its certification, new information of substantial importance to the
Prezoning that was not known and could not have been known at the tirme the EIR was
certified as complete is now available (such as changes in urban service area, changes in
population, changes in provision of services, public infrastructure etc.). As such,a
supplemental or subsequent EIR would need to be prepared in order to include new
information since the certification date. At the very minimum, an addendum to the EIR is
required to make minor corrections or changes. See Public Resources Code § 21166 and 14
Cal. Code Regs § 15162,

b. Public Hearing Notice Violated City and State Notice Requirements. Notice for the
San Jose Flanning Commission August 25th public hearing on the Prezoning failed to

comply with the City’s own nobice policies and State Planning & Zoning notice
requirements. Despite repeated requests for deferral from Cambrian 36 property owners
pased on this insufficient notice as well as Jack of staff analysis and inadequate CEQA.
review, the Flanning Commission refused to grant the deferral request and instead
recommended the Prezoning for the City Council’s approval. As such, the Planning
Commission’s recommendation is null and void and the City Council’s consideration of
the Prezoning is premature and does not comply with Municipal Code § 20.120.030(B).




CITY OF &7

_ SANJOSE CITY OF SAN JOSE

CAMTAL OF SR VALLEY Planning, Euliding and Code Enforcement
200 East Santa Clara Streat

San Joag, CA 95112-1905

tel (408) 535-3555 fax (40E) 292-6055

Wehbaslle: www,san)oseca.goviplenning

ZDNING PHOTESTAP PLICATION

FILENUMEBER COUNGFL

DISTRICT
GUAD # ZONING GENERAL DATE

REZONING FAILE NUMEER

ADDRESSOF PHDPEI}I}Y%EING

PROTESTED O Daligs< Dv” Ca»mgbg ]}CJ@ 75008

ABSESSORS F'AHCEL MEEFI b
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See Afttachment A

| profest the proposed rezoning becauss

Usa separats sheet | necessary

Tha propety Inwhileh | own an undivided inlerssl of at lsast 5196, and on bahalf of which this protast is baing filed,
s silualed at: (desceribe propery by addroess and Assaseor's Parcel Number}

U480 Dalla s Dr CMGL&! CA . 9500%
Pl dra-Ud.oll

and is now zoned R1-8 District. {in Santa Clara County)
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m Fes Interest {(ownarship)
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I:l Other: {axpfain)

PLEASE CALL THE APPOINTMENT DESK AT (408) 535-3555 FOR AN APPLICATION APPOINTMENT.
Zaring Prols=1nefSiEg pration Ray, ByEE0E




Page2 ZONING PROTEST APPLICATION

This form rmust be signed by DNE of more owners of an undivided Interest of i [aast 51% inihe lol or parcel lar
which such prolestis filad, such interest being not merely an easerment. A lenant undet & lease which has a
remnaining tarm of teh years o longer shall be deemed an “owner” for purposss of this prolest When lhe cwner ol
an oligible protest site is a lagal enfilly other than a parson or persens, the prolest petiiion shall be signed by the
duly authorized officer(s) of such legal antity. When such legal entity |3 4 homeowners agsociation, the protesl
pafition shell b signed by fhe duly authorized officer{s} af such associalion, of, in lieu thareof, by 51% ofthe
memhers of the associatlon,

eancte Tontrd DAYTME e YO8, 377 3141
Haj;sﬁs Dallas Dv. Cam?b@‘\l o C/QSTME ﬁ?giﬁ?

SIGNATURE (Notarlzed) MMM DATE &4 /&él / /O
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SIGMATURE (Natarized) DAT)
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PRINT NAME DAYTIME '
| TELEPHORE #

ADDRESS M N’ CiTY STATE ZIPCODE
SIGNATURE (Notarlzed) _ DATE
PRINTNAME DAYTIME

TELEPHONE #
ADDRESS CITY STATE ZIPCODE
SIGNATURE (Notarized) DATE
PRINT NAME DAYTIME

TELEPHONE #
ADDPRESS CITY STATE ZIPCODE
SIGHATURE [Hotarlzed) DATE
PRINTNAME DAYTIME

TELEFHONE #
ADDRESS oY STATE ZiF CODE
SIGNATURE {Nolarized) DATE

L'so separata sheef if necessary

PLEASE CALL THE APPQINTMENT DESK AT (#08) 535-3555 FOR AN APPLICATION APPQINTMENT.

Zondng PukssL i BSAD R e By, B0




STATE OF CALIEQRNIA

J
coumvmg@ﬂﬁ@ C’z@ﬁ»{w ::: -

utary Public, personally appeared
" who proved to me on the basis of
hitory evidenceto be the pe:smn(sj whose name[s} isfare subscribed to the within ingtrument and
acknowladgad to me that hefshe/they executed the same In histherftheir anthorized capacity(ies), and
that by higfherftheir signature(s) on the instrument the person(s), or the entity upon behalf of which the
personfs) acted, executed the inshrument.

I certify under PENALTY OF PERJURY under the laws of the State of California that the foregoing
paragraph is true and correct.

A Commisnlon # 1733374
11 Netary Publlc - Callfermta !

A-Q ¥/  Gonla Clare County 2
%77 ! UL by Conm. Expines Apy 20, 2071 E
(o2 M (Seal) |

WITNESS my hand and officlal seal.

Notary Public
STATE OF CALIFORNIA 3
1 =S
COUNTY OF o j
On gl o kg g 1, sl Motary Publie, personally appeared

. _ £ who proved to me on the basis of
salisfacl:or}r evidenct f person(s) whﬂse name{s} igfare subscribed to the within instrument and
acknowledged to me that he/shefthey exeruted the same in hisfher/their authorized capacity{ies), and
that by hisfherftheir signahire(s) on the instroment the person{s), or the enkity upon behalf of which the
person(s) acted, executed the insbrument.

I certlfy under PENALTY OF PERJURY under the laws of the State of California that the foregoing
paragraph is trae and correct,

IANE M. JAMES

. D
o alan # 1733374
WITNESS my hand and offcial seal BB SO Rl - Calliornia 3

(_7? 7 sgria Clarg Counly 3
Lﬁ*ﬂ ¢ T 20,2011
7 Qﬁﬂﬂﬂcﬂ‘-’

Motary Public

HLR43701
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ATTACHMENT A

. TO ZONING PROTEST APPLICATION

I protest - and respectfully urge the City Council to deny — the proposed Director
Initiated Prezoning (File No. C10-010) (“Prezeoning”) that would result in the rezoning of
my property to R-1-5 Single-Family Residerce Zoning District upon ammexation to the
City of San Jose for the following reasons and with reference o the following facis:

1. Prezoning Paves the Way for Streamlined Annexation Withont Protest. The
Prezoning is proposed in conjunction with -- and is a necessary prerequisite to - the City
of San Jose’s intended streamlined “urban pocket” annexation (pursuant to Government
Code § 56375.3) of approximately 103 gross acres, consisting of 330 parcelain
unincorporated Santa Clara County, which is commonly known as Cambrian 36.
Cambrian 36 encompasses my propetty and borders both the City of Campbell and the
City of San Jose.

2. Prezoning Directly Contradicis City of Campbeil and Cambrian 36 Property
Owners Requests. The Prezoning is the first step of a unilateral effort initiated by the City
of San Jose to annex Cambrian 36 - an effort which directly contradicts the stated desire of
both the City of Campbell and Cambrian 36 property owners to annex Cambrian 36 into
the City of Campbell. In October of 2006, a petition signed by 204 Cambrian 36 property
owmners was presented to the City of Campbell asking that it be annexed to the City of
Campbell, In response, the City of Campbell divected its statf to pursue two different
possibilities for annexation of Cambrian 36, one which received preliminary support from
City of San Jose staff, Councilmember Judy Chirco, citing an inapplicable 1984 city policy
(concerning de-gnnexation), quashed this effort, Despite this disappointing response, both
Camphell’s and Cambrian 36 property owners’ interest in annexing Cambrian 36 remains
tmequivocal, As recently expressed in the Mayor of Camphell’s letter to the Mayor of San
Jose dated September 2, 2010, “Campbell welcomes the annexation of the Cambrian #36
pocket into our city. The residents have Campbell mailing addresses, identify with
Campbell, and stated a clear preference to be part of Campbell.” '

3. Prezoning Will Result in Annexation that Will Not Benefit My Froperty, My
property will not benefit from the City of San Jose's intended annexation that will result
from the proposed Prezoning, On the contrary, it will result in a downgrade of my current
services received from the County of Santa Clara at an increased cost. The City of San Jose
does not currently provide Cambrian 36 residents any services and it hag not provided any
indication that it is capable of meeting the standard of services that we currently receive.
Furthermore, it has not resolved the pressing issue of the City's ability fo provide fire
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service, As such, the Cify’s infended annexation would not qualify for a streamlined
urban island annexatfon pursuant to Government Code § 56375.3 because it does not meet
the criteria set forth in Government Code § 56375.3(b)(6).

4. Staff Analysis of Prezoning is Insufficient. Staff has not provided a sufficient
analysis of how the proposed Prezoning compares with my property’s existing County
zoning. For example, ithas not explained or analyzed how the permitted and conditional
uses in the proposed zone will compare with what uses are currently allowed under my
property’s existing zoning. Nor has it provided a comparison of floor area ratios and
densities efc. Further, it has not provided sufficient analysis of what existing legal uses
would become legal non-conforming, As such, it is impossible for me to understand and
evaluate the affect of the Prezoning on my property.

5. virpnmental Review of Prezoning Vi CEQA. Environmental review of the
Prezoning has not been conducted in compliance with the California Envircnmental
Quality Act (“CEQA*). the City of San Jose's attempted reliance on the San José 2020
General Plan Envirenmental Impact Report (“EIR”) is legally inadequate, The EIR was
certified as complete on August 16, 1994 -- more than 16 years ago - and is not current
nor accurate. Since its certification, new information of substantial importance to the
Prezoning that was not known and could not have been known at the fime the EIR was
certified as complete is now available (such as changes in urban service ares, changes in
population, changes in provision of services, public infrastructure ete.). As such, a
supplemental or stbsequent EIR wotld need to be prepared in order to inchide new
informalion since the certification date. At the very minimum, an addendum to the EIR is
required to make minor corrections or changes. See Public Resources Code §21166 and 14
Cal. Code Regs § 15162.

6. Public Hearing Notice Viplated City and State Notice Requirements. Notice for the

San Jose Planning Commission August 25th public hearing on the Prezoning failed to
comply with the City’s own notice policies and State Planning & Zoning notice
requirements. Despite repeated requests for deferral from Cambrian 36 property owners
based on this insufficient notice as well as lack of staff analysis and inadequate CEQA
review, the Planning Commission refused to grant the deferral request and instead
recommended the Prezoning for the City Council's approval. As such, the Planning
Commission’s recommendation is null and void and the City Council’s consideration of
the Prezoning is premature and does not comply with Municipal Code § 20.120.030(B).
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| O CITY OF SAN JOSE

CAPTAL OF SILCOH YRLEY Rlanning, Bullding and Code Enforcement
200 East Santa Clara Sireet

San José, CA 26113-1305

1el {406) 535-3655 fax (408) 2026055

Wahsite: www.eanjosanagaviplanning

ZONING PROTEST APPLICATION
e =

o P R

FILENUMBER

QUAD # ZONING GENERAL : DATE
PLAN By

REZONING FILENUMBER

ADDRESS OF PROPERTY BE[)
PROTESTED { (D () 27 WO

ASSESSOR'S PARCELNUMBER(S) ) '
Y1y -0 =007

REASON OFPROTEST

See Attachment A

| protest tha propossd rezoning becauvse

Use separate shaalif necasgary

The property in which | own an urdivided Interest of al leas! 51%, and on pahalt of which this protest Is being filed,
it sttusted et: {describe propery by addross and Assessor's Parcel Number)

¥ | narnteohy D8 Luenex AN,
Hid~ Qd- 007

and 1s now zoned R1-8 District, (in Santa Clara County)

The undivided interest which L own In the prop arly described nthe statement aove is &
V Fea Intarest (ownership) '
1___[ Leasehold interesl which expires on

|:| Olher: fexplain)

PLEASE CALL THE AFPPOINTMENT DESK AT (40 A} 535-3555 FOR AN APPLICATION APPOINTMENT.
ZarlwyPaolest preBSApphoalion. R Bi2R00E




Page2 | ' ZONING PROTESTAPPLICATION

This form must be signed by ONE or more owriers of an undivided inlerest of al least 51% lnthe lol or parssl for
which such protest & liled, stch Interest heing nol meraly an easament. A tanant under a lease which has a
remaining term of len years or longer shall be deemad an *owner” for putposes ofthis protest. Yhen the owner of
an ellgible protest sita 15 & legal entilly olher than a persan ar parsons, ihe protest pelliion shall be signed by the
duly authorlzed otiicer(s} of such [epal anlity. When such tagal enlily is a homeowners asgociallon, the protast
patillon shall be slgned by the duly aulhorized efficar(s) of such asaocialion, ar, in fieu thersof, by 51% ol 1ha
members aihe assacialion.
PRINT NAME : DAYTIME
gXl n_ Alor! recertionedCY -2 1-F) oL
ADDRAESS L/ CITY w %ﬁi
o1 Nortooedly PG W\ \ a5
SiG RE {Notarlzed) . DATE (C)
SRR Q0 £ a7
PRINTNAME - DAYTIME
. TELEPHONE #
ADDRESS cITY STATE ZIPCODE
SIGMNATURE {Notarized) DATE
FRINT NAME CAYTIME
: TELEPHONE #
ADDRESS cyY STATE ZIFCODE
SIGHATURE (Notarized) . CATE
PRINTNAME : DAYTIME
TELEPHONWE #
RADDAESS Ty _ STATE ZIPCODE
SIGHNATURE (Motarlzed) DATE
FRINT NAME DAYTIME
TELEPHOWE #
ADDRESS CIoY STATE ZIFCODE
SIGHATURE [Notarize) DRTE
PRINTHAKE DAYTIME
TELEPHONE #
ADDRESS CITY STATE ZIPCODE
SIONATURE {Nofarizad) DATE
Usa seprrale sheat it necesseny

PLEASE CALL THE APPOINTMENT DESK AT (408) 535-3555 FOR AN AP FLICATION APPORMTMENT,
Zredng Prola6 - proti S Apg et in, Be, ST




STATE OF CALIFORNIA )
} 85
counry or_PNTR (U )
Cn ‘1 ‘ﬂl [b before me, Hl? Wits , Notary Public, personally appeared
——A DLOWEL , who proved to me on the basis of

satisfactory evidence-to be the person(s) whoee namE{B:l igfare subgcribed to the within instroment and
acknowledged to me that hefshe/they executed the samne i hisfher/their authorized capacity(ies), and
that by hisfhee/their signature(s) on the instrument the person(s), or the: entity upon hehalf of which the
person(g) acted, executed the insirument.

T certify nnder PENALTY OF PERJURY under the laws of the State of California that the foregoing

peragraph is true and correct. oy
M. 5. LSO !
Commisslon # 17986411

WITNESS my hand and officiat seal Notary Public - Collfornia E
Sonlo Claro Counly
L Enpos oy 22, 2012
(Seal)
atary Public
STATE OF CALIFORNIA }
: : : .} 8.
COUNTY OF )
Cn before me, » Motary Public, personally appeared

» who proved o me on the basis of
satisfactory evidenceto be the person(s) whose name(s) isfare subscribed to the within instrument and
acknowledged to me that hefshefthey executed the same in his/herftheir authorized capacity(ies), and
that by hisfher/their signature{g) en the instument the person(s), or the entity upon behalf of which the
persan(s) ached, execubed the instrument,

I certify under PENALTY OF FERJURY under the laws of the State of California that the foregoing
paragraph s true and corvect,

WITHESS my hand and official seal

{Seal)

MNotary Publle

20194370.1
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gervice. As such, the City’s infended annexation would not qualify for a streamlined
urban jgland annexation pursuant to Government Code § 56375.3 because it does not meet

the criteria set forth in Government Code § 56375.3(b)(6).

4, Wﬂﬁw Staff has ot provided a sufficient
analysis of how the proposed Prezoning compares with my property’s existing County
zoning,. For example, ithas nat explained or analyzed how the permitted and conditional
nses in the proposed zone will compare with what uses are rurrently allowed undex my
property’s existing zoning. Nor has it provided a comparisomn of floox area ratios and
Jdensifies etc, Further, it hag not provided sufficient analysis of what existing legal uses
wottld become legal non-conforming. As guch, itis impossible for me to understand and
evaluate the affect of the Prezoning onmy property.

5. Environmental Review of Prezoning Yiolates CEQA. Environmental review of the
Prezoning has not been conducted in compliance with the California Environmental
Quality Act ("CEQA”). the City of San Jose’s attemnpted rel jance on the San José 2020
General Plan Environmental Impact Report ("EIR™) is legally inadequate. The EIR was
certified as complete on August 16, 1994 -- more than 16 years ago -- and is not current
nor accurate. Since its certification, new information of substantial importance to the
Prezoning that was not known and could not have been known at the time the EIR was
certified as complete is now available (such as changes inrban service area, changes it
population, changes in provision of services, public infrastzucture ete.). As such,a
supplemental or subsequent EIR would need to be preparad in brder to include new
information since the certification date. Atthevery minicaum, an addendum to the EIR is
requiired to make minor corrections or changes. See Public Resources Code § 21166 and 14

Cal. Code Regs § 15162.

B. Public Hearing Notice Violated Ci Notice Requirements. Notice for the
San Jose Plannirig Commission August 25th public hearing on the Prezoning failed to
comply with the City's cwn notiee policies and State Planning & Zoning notice
requirements. Despite repeated requests for deferral from Cambrian 36 property owners
based o this insufficient notice as well as lack of staff analysis and inadequate CEQA
review, the Planning Commission refused to grant the deferral request and instead
recommended the Prezoning for the City Council’s approval. As such, the Planning
Commission’s recommendation is null and void and the City Council’s consideration of
the Prezoning is premature and does not comply with Municipal Code § 20.120 030(B).
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tel {408) 535-3555 fax (408) 202-6055

Wehzlfe: www.sanjosecna.goviplanning

ZONING PROTEST APPLICATION

FILENUMBER

QUAD # ZONING GENERAL DATE

REZONING FILENUMEER . (-\\i

EESSOFOERTSENS 2 2 0 g DRIV (ptpeee, Co Zspo¥
ASSESSOR'S PARGELNUMBER(S) )2~ =9 - A8

REASDON OF PROTEST

See Attachment A

| protest Ihe proposed rezoning bacause

Use separats shoet | necessary

The property in which | own an undivided inksrest of at leasi 51%, and cn bohall of which his profest is baing Titsd,
is situated al: (describe prnpaﬂy b}f addrass and Assa;ﬁr‘s Parcal Number)

Yrims { Ca mPEett.Cf Fsod”
,m\/ 259 - /8

and is now zoned R1-8 District, {in Sania Clara County)

The uhdivided Interesi which | ownin the property descrlbad in the stetemenl above is a:

ﬁ FeeInteras! (ownership)

[] Leasehold interest which expires on

D Cther: {explaln}

PLEASE CALL THE APPOINTMENT DESK AT {308} 515-3555 FOR AN APPLICATION APPOINTMENT.
Zandny Priast pmESpplcnlon fe: ERS200E




Page2 ZONING PROTEST APPLICATION

This form must be sigined by ONE or more awners of an undivided interest of al leasl 51% in the fot or parcel for
which such protesl ks filad, such inferest being aot meraly an easemsnt. A fenant under a lsase which has a
remaining term of len years or longer shell be desmed an “owner” for purposes of this profest. Whenlhe owner of
an &liglble protes! site is a legel entiliy olher than a parsan or persans, the protesi peliion shall be signed by the
duly authorized ofiicer(s] of such [agal enlity, When such legal enfity 15 & homeowner's associatlan, the prolast
pelitlon shall ba signed by tha duly autharzed officer(3) of such association, or, in lizu inereof, by 51% of the
members of the association.

pmmmam%/ thileen Brm {l@ot&ulb\)

DAYTIME

retepronesFO8 371 ~bAY

)

PRERG Pedlas

comploell

Th_ ZR8%

"7 2P

PHINTNAMEdmj (U F;_;rp;nwa,tt

SIGWUHE[N%@M‘- @mwﬁe‘)

$2EEHFE~I:I§JNE# M‘ CRI0D

ADDHESS;FZQ @&p 9{}“& %f{w{

STg;Er ZIp GDDE‘?

IGHATURE DAT ?
SIGNATL {Nutar[zef& % : WW %?_, 22000
PRINT MAME DAYTIME

TELEPHCHE #
ADDRESS cimy STATE 2IF CODE
SIGHNATURE {Motarlzad) DATE
PRINT MAME DAYTIME

TELEPHONE #
ADDRESS CITY STATE ZIPCODE
SIGNATURE (MNotarlzed) DATE
PRINTNAME DAYTIME

TELEFHOME #
ADDRESS Cy STATE ZIPCODE
SISHATURE (Notarlzed} DATE
PRINTMNAME DAYTIME

TELEPHOME#
ADDRESS CITY STATE ZIPCODE
SIGNATURE (Motarlzed) DATE

Usa saparals sheet ifnecessany

PLEASE CALL THE APPOINTMENT DESK AT (408) 535-3555 FOR AN APPLICATION APPOINTMENT.

Zoailrg ProlssLamESAppleal Aoy, B0




STATE OF CALIFORNIA

counTY o _ N CLiie

- Motary Public, personally appeared

ho proved to me on the basis of

satisfactory ewdenne-m be the per&on{s} whase name{s}-&@ pubscribed to fthe within insteument and
acknowledged to me that hefshe/fmapexecuted the same in hisfherfefp authotized capadty(ies), and
that bykdsfhm@ﬁgnamre[s] con the instrument the personds), or the entity vpon behalf of which the

personis) acted, executed the insiriment.

I certify under PENALTY OF PERJURY under the laws of the State of California that the foregoi

paragraph is true and correct.

WITNESS miy hand and official eeal,

Public

STATE OF CALIFORNILA

COUNTY OF

Cn before me,

‘;,*:tl =(] Motary Public - Callfemla

\1 ,/ sanfa Clarg Counly
Rt 29,2012

- Notary Public, personally appeared

» who proved to me on the bags of

satisfactory evidence-to be the person(s) whose name(s) isfare subecribed ko the within mstrament and
acknowledged to me that hefshefthey executed the same in hlsfher/thelr authorzed capadty(les), and
that by hisfher/their signature(s) on the instrument the person(s), or the entity upon behalf of which the

person(g) acted, executed the instroment.

I certify under PENALTY OF PERJURY under the laws of the State of Californda that the foregoing

paragraph is brue and correct.

WITMESS miy hand and official seal.

Notary Public

2p] 9457, L

{Seal)
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ATTACHMENT A
TO ZONING PROTEST APPLICATION

I protest -- and respectfully urge the City Council to deny -- the proposed Director
Initiated Prezoning (File No. C10-010) (“Prezoning”) that would result in the rezoning of
my property to R-1-5 Single-Family Residence Zoning District upen annexation fo the
City of San Jose for the following reasons and with reference to the following facts:

1. Prezoning Paves the Way for Streamlined Annexation Without Protest. The
Prezoning is proposed in conjunction with -- and is a necessary prerequisite to — the City
of San Jose’s intended streamlined “urban pocket” annexation (pursuant to Governiment
Code § 56375.3) of approximately 103 gross acres, congisting of 330 parcels in
unincorporated Santa Clara County, which is commonly known as Cambrian 36
Cambrian 36 encompasses my property and borders both the City of Campbell and the
City of 5an Jose.

2. Prezoning Directly Contradicts City of Campbell and Cambyi Proper

Owners Requests. The Prezoning is the first step of a unilateral effort initiated by the City
of San Jose to annex Cambrian 36 — an effort which directly contradicts the stated desire of
both the City of Campbell and Cambrian 36 property owners to annex Cambrian 36 into
the City of Campbell, In October of 2006, a petition signed by 204 Cambrian 36 property
owners was presented to the City of Campbell asking that it be annexed to the City of
Campbell. In response, the City of Campbell directed its staff te pursue two different
possibilities for annexation of Cambrian 36, orie which received preliminary support from
City of San Jose staff. Councilmember Judy Chireo, citing an inapplicable 1984 city policy
(concerning de-annexation), quashed this effort. Despite this disappointing response, both
Campbell's and Cambrian 36 property owners' interest in annexing Cambrian 36 remains
unequivocal. As recently expressed in the Mayor of Campbell’s letter to the Mayor of San
Jose dated September 2, 2010, “Campbell welcomes the annexation of the Cambrian #36
pocket into pur city. The residents have Campbell mailing addresses, identify with
Campbell, and stated a clear preference to be part of Campbell.”

A Prezoning Will Result in Annexation that Will Not Benefit My Property, My
praoperty will not benefit from the City of San Joze's intended annexation that will result
frem the proposed Prezoning., On the contrary, it will resultin a downgrade of my aurent
services received from the County of Santa Clara at an increased cost. The City of San Jose
does not currently provide Cambrian 36 residents any services and it has not provided any
indication that if is capable of meeting the standard of services that we currently receive.
Furthermare, it has not resolved the pressing issue of the City’s ability to provide fire
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service. As such, the City’s intended annexation would not qualify for a streamlined
urban jsland annexation pursuant to Government Code § 56375.3 because it does not meet
the criteria set forth in Government Code § 56375.3(b)(6).

4. dfaff Analysis of Prezoning is Insufficient. Staff has not provided a sufficient

analysis of how the proposed Prezoning compares with my property’s existing County
zoning. For example, it has not explained or analyzed how the permitted and conditional
uses in the proposed zone will compare with whatuses are currently allowed under my
properiy’s existing zoning. Nor has it provided a comparison of floor area ratios and
densities etc. Further, it has not provided sufficient analysis of what existing legal uses
would become legal non-conforming. Ag such, it is impossible for me to understand and
evaluate the affect of the Prezoning on my property.

5 Environmental Review of Prezoning Viplates CEQOA . Environmental review of the

Prezoning has not been conducted in compliance with the California Environmental
Quality Act (“CEQA”). the City of San Jose's attempted reliance on the San José 2020
General Plan Environmental Impact Report ("EIR") is legally inadequate. The EIR was
certified as complete on August 16, 1994 -- more than 16 years ago — and is not current
nor accurate, Since it certification, new information of substantial importance to the
Prezoning that was not knhown and could not have been known at the time the EIR was
certified as complete is now available (such as changes in urban service area, changes in
population, changes in provision of services, public infrastructure ete.). As such, a
supplemental or subsequent EIR would need to be prepared in order to include new
information since the certification date. At the very minimum, an addendum to the EIR is
reqitired (o make miner corrections or changes. See Public Resources Code § 21166 and 14
Cal. Code Regs § 15162.

0. Public Hearin ice Vipla i ' i nts. Notice for the
San Jose Planning Commission August 25t public hearing on the Prezoning failed to
comply with the City's own notice policies and State Planning & Zoning notice
requirements. Despite repeated requests for deferral from Cambrian 36 property owners
based on this insufficient notice as well ag lack of stalf analysis and inadequate CEQA
review, the Planning Commission refused to grant the deferral request and instead
recommended the Prezoning for the City Council’s approval. As such, the Planning
Commission’s recommendation is null and void and the City Council’s consideration of
the Prezoning is premature and does not comply with Municipal Code § 20.120.030(B).
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2040 East Santa Clara Street
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ZONING PROTEST APPLICATION

COUNC
y | J DISTRICS
QUAD # ZONING GENERAL DATE

HD PRESE OF FROFERTY BEING

PROTESTED . LS . Briaxad  ay,

ASSESSOR'S PARCEL NUMBER(S)

i~ Hl— pai-ge

REASONOFPROTEST
| protest ihe propuséd rezoning because . See Attachment A

Use separate shestif necassary

The property In which | owi an undivided inlerast of at least 51%, and on behall of which this prolestis belag flled,
is silualed al: {describa proparty by address an CZ‘asessar's Parcel Number)

g(ﬂ/ BRiag o0 )
12 . g2m-00 A

and is now zoned R1-8 Distict. (in Santa Clara County)

The undvidad Interast which | own in the praperty degerlbed In the stalemsnt above Is 2;

W Fea lnterast (ownership)
I:I Leagahold intsrast which expires on

[] other: fexplain}

PLEASE CALL THE APPUINTMENT DEEK AT (408} 535-3555 FOR AN APPLICATION APPOINTMENT.
FonlngPintmsL pmBEAppEction Ry, 25008




Page2 ZONING PROTESTAPPLICATION

This torm must ba slgned by ONE or more owners of an undivided interest of at least 51% In 1he lol or parced for
which such prolest is filed, sueh intsrest belng noi merely an sassment. A tenant under a leasa which has a
remaining torm of ten years or longer shali be deemed an “ownarfor purposes of this prolest. Whan the owner of
an eligible protest site is & lagal entitiy other than a person or Persons, ihe prodest petition shall be glgned by the
duly aulhorized officer(s) of such legal entity. When such legal eniily is a homeawner's associelion, the protest
petition shall be signad by the duly autharlzed officar{s) of such assoclalian, or, in liew lhereol, by 51% oftha
members of the assaclation.

PRINT NAME , DAYTIVE
JayE £ HABMmER TELEPHONE# ¥¢ P~ 377- 2716
ADDRESS _ CITY : STATE ZIF GODE
13349 L Mepo ?—‘;@.. Cappher P 50 2¥
SIGNATURE [Notarized) ' DATE
G & ':H' R\ rrrit- g-2-2-20/0

b

¥ my
N, Lo Apro D, C%ﬁgpgﬁ;.é_} CA _9520p

N S errEY | MaPMER__ imemons 10B-37742 4

STATE ZIFCODE”

SIGNATHRE (Npfarizad) / DATE
. M z%W’Z?/L G 220} D)
7

PRINT NA}!’E’ DAYTIME

TELEPHONE #
ADDAESS CITY STATE ZIP CODE
SIGNATURE (Notatized) . DATE
PRINTNAME DAYTIME

TELEPHONE #
ADDRESS Y STATE ZIPCODE
SIGNATURE (Notarized) DATE
PRINT NAME DAYTIME

TELEPHONE #
ADDRESS CITY STATE ZIP CODE
SIGNATURE (Notarized) DATE
PRINTNAME DAYTIME

TELEPHONE #
ADDAESS CTY STATE ZIPGODE
SIGNATURE (Notarlzed) DATE

Uzeseparate shael ifnecessary

PLEASE CALL THE APPOINTMENT DESK AT (408) 535-3555 FOR AN APPLICATION AFPOINTIMENT.
Perirg PralaskpmESinpioiion ey, Br/2005




STATE OF CALIFORNIA )

] =8
county o 4Pl (LAGK )
H-ﬁc w@“ , Motary Public, pessenally appeared
a2

Cn q [W’ [ﬂ ﬁefore me,
M) EEOF wha proved to me an the basis of

satisfactory evidenceo be the person(s) whose nar.ne(s] isfpresubscribed o the within instrument and
acknowtedged to me that he/she/fisyexecuted the same in his/herfffeizduthorized eapacity(ies), and
that by higfherffmstbsignatire(s) on the instrument the person(s), or the entity upon behalf of which the
person(s) acted, execnted the ingtnument.

I cerlify under FENALTY OF FEEJUEY under the laws of the State of California that the forepoi
paragraph is true and correck. '

M. 5. LUCIC

{Seal)
STATE QF CALIFQRNIA )
)} ss
COUNTY OF )
On before me, , Notary Public, personally appeared

- who proved to me on the basis of
satisfartory evidenceo be the persen(s) whose name(s) isfare subscribed to the within instrument and
acknowledged to me that hefshefthey executed the same in histherftheir authorized capacity{les), and
that by his/her/their signature(s) on the instrument the person(s), or the enfity upon behalf of which the
person(s) acted, executed the insbrument.

I cerfify under PENALTY OF PERJURY under the laws of the State of California that the foregoing
paragraph is bree and comect,

WITHEES my hand and official seal.

(Seal)

Naotary Public

20143701
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ATTACHMENT A

TO ZONING PROTEST ATPLICATION

I protest -- and respectfully urge the City Council to deny - the proposed Director
Initiated Prezoning (File No, C10-010) (“Frezoning”} that would result in the rezoning of
my property to R-1-5 Single-Family Residence Zoning District upon arnexation to the
City of San Jose for the following reasons and with reference fo the following facts:

i. Prezoninge Paves the Way for Streamlined Annexation Without Protest. The
Prezoning is proposed in conjunction with -- and is a necessary prerequisite to - the City
of San Jose's intended streamiined “urban packet” annexatjon (pirsuant to Government
Code § 56375.3) of approximately 103 gross acres, consisting of 330 parcels in
unincorporated Santa Clara County, which is commonly known as Cambrian 36,
Cambrian 36 encompasses my property and borders both the City of Campbell and the
City of San Jose,

2. Prezoning Directly Contradicts City of Campbell and Cambrian 36 Property
QOwners Requests. The Prezoning is the first step of a unilateral effort initiated by the City
of San Jose to annex Cambrian 36 — an effort which directly contradicts the stated desire of
both the City of Campbell and Cambrian 36 property owners to armex Cambrian 36 into
the City of Campbell. InOctober of 2006, a petition signed by 204 Cambrian 36 propeity
owners was presented bo the City of Campbell asking that it be annexed to the City of
Campbell. In response, the City of Campbell directed its staff o pursue two different
possibilities for annexation of Cambrian 36, one which received preliminary support from
City of San Jose staff. Councilmember Judy Chireo, citing an inapphicable 1984 city policy
(cancerning de-annexation), quashed this effort. Despite this disappointing response, both
Campbell's and Cambrian 36 property owners’ inferest in annexing Cambrian 36 remaing
unequivocal. As recently expressed in the Mayor of Campbell’s leiter to the Mayor of San
Jose dated September 2, 2010, “Campbell welcomes the annexation of the Cambrian 436
pocket into our city. The residents have Campbell mailing addresses, identify with
Campbell, and stated a clear preference to be part of Campbell.” '

3. Prezoning Will Result in Annexation that Will Not Benefit My Property, My
property will not benefit from the City of San Jose's intended annexation that will result
from the proposed Prezoning. On the contrary, it will resultin a downgrade of my current
services received from the Cotinty of Santa Clara at an increased cost. The City of San Jose
does not currently provide Cambrian 36 residents any services and it has not provided any
indication that it is capable of meeting the standard of services that we currently receive.
Furthermore, it has not resolved the pressing issue of the City’s ability to provide fire
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service. As such, the City’s intended annexation would not qualify for a streamlined
urban island annexation pursuant to Government Code § 56375.3 because it does not meet
the criteria set forth in Government Code § 56375.3(b)(6).

4. Staff Analysis of Prezoning js Insufficient. Staff has not provided a sufficient
analysis of how the proposed Prezoning compares with my property’s existing County
zoning. For example, it has not explained or analyzed how the permitted and conditional
uses in the proposed zone will compare with what uses are currently allowed under my
property’s existing zoning. Nor has it provided a comparison of floor area ratios and
densities etc. Further, it has not provided sufficient analysis of what existing legal uses
would become legal non-conforming. As such, it is impossible for me to understand and
evaluate the affect of the Prezoning on my property.

5. Environmental Review of Prezoning Violates CEQA. Environmental review of the
Prezoning has not been conducted in compliance with the California Environmental
Quality Act (“CEQA™). the Cify of San Jose’s aftemnpted reliance on the San José 2020
General Plan Environmental Impact Report ("EIR") iz legally inadequate. The EIR was
certified as complete on August 16, 1994 -- more than 16 years ago -- and is not current
nor accurate. Since its cerfification, new information of substantial importance to the
Prezoning that was not known and could not have been known at the time the EIR was
certified as complete {s now available (such as changes in urban service area, changes in
population, changes in provision of services, public infrasiructure ete.). Az such, a
supplemental or subsequent EIR would need to be prepared in order to include new
information since the certification date, At the very minimum, an addendum to the EIR is
required to make minor corrections or changes, See Public Resources Code § 21166 and 14
Cal. Code Rege § 15162. :

a. Public Hearing Notice Viclated City and State Notice Reguirements. Notice for the
San Jose Planning Commission August 25th publie hearing on the Prezoning failed to
comply with the City’s own notice policies and State Planning & Zoning notice
requirements. Despite repeated requests for deferral from Cambrian 36 property owrers
based on this insufficient notice as well as lack of staff analysis and inadequate CEQA
review, the Planning Commission refused to grant the deferral request and instead
recommended the Prezoning for the City Council’s approval. As such, the Flanning
Commission’s recommendation is null and void and the City Council’s consideration of
the Prezoning is premature and does not comply with Municipal Code § 20,120.030(B}.
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ZONING PROTESTAPPLICATION

FILE NUMBEF‘ | COLNCIL

QUAD # ZONING GENERAL
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REASONOFPROTEST | ¥

I profest ke proposed rezoning because Sec Atiachment A

|J=e separate shadl fnacessary

Tha proparty Iri which | cwn an undivided Intarest of at leas] 51%, and on bahall of which this protest Is being fitad,
is siluated al: (describe property by address ant Assagsors Parcel Numbet)

PeTl  Priarweod Wl

Campbell, (A as088”
Y2~ Hi—02Y |
. and is now zoned R1-8 Distrel. (in Santa Clara County)

The undividad intereslwhich | own in the property deseribad Inthe slatement above is &
|E Feslntarest {ownarship)
[[] Leasehold Intersst which expires on

1 Other:{sxptain)

PLEASE CALL THE APFQINTMENT DESK AT (108) §35-3555 FOR AN APPLICATION APPOINTMENT.
Zanlrg PralpskpmESAppBcstizn et 12070008
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This forim must be stpned by OME or mare ownors of an undivided inlerest of at least 51% 1n the (ol of parcel for
which such protestis filed, such inlarest bamg nol meraly an gasement. Atsnant under e lsase which has 8
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an eligible protest sita ls 8 lagal aniitiy olher than a person or persans, the protest patition shall b signed by the
duly authorized officer(g) of such legal enlly. When such legal aniity s 8 hanmesowners associallon, the projest
petition shall be signed by fhe duly authorized oflicer(s) of such associalion, af, in lieu thereot, by 51% of the
marmbars of the association.
PRINTNAME vy DAYTIME o0A-8§2360
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SIGNATURE (Notarized) _ DATE
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TELEFHOME#
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SIGNATURE (Notarized) DATE
PRINT MAME DAYTIME
TELEFHOME #
ALDHRESS HIN STATE ZIPCODE
SIGNATURE (Motarlzed) DATE
PRINTMAME DAY TIME
TELEPHONE#
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SIGNATURE (Notarized) DATE
Useseparale shoetil necessary

PLEASE CALL THE APPOINTMENT DESKAT (408) 535-3555 FOR AN AFPLICATION APPOINTMENT.

Zorang PicwalpmESihppimtn Ry, B0



STATE OF CALIFORNIA )

COUNTY OF _SAaTh GLAND )

n 24 -AT-2015  before me, CRVL . W€ FE¢ | Notary Public, personally appeared

Cgeieln A0 s , who proved to me on the basis of
satisfactory evidence-to be the person(f) whose name(y) is/arg subscxibed o the within instrument and
acknowiedged ta me tl-atﬂefshe,.fﬂ'ncl‘}r exectited the same in hyfsfher/thefe authorized capacity(igs), and
that by Histherfthfir signaturefg) on the instrument the person{d), or the entlty upon behalf of which the
person(s) acted, executed the instrument.

I certify under PENALTY OF PERJURY under the Jaws of the State of California that the foregoing
paragraph is true and correct.

PAUL J. KIEFER z
COMM, # 1845757 D

WITNESS my hand and official seal. £ WoTaRY pUBUIC - CALIFORSA S
SANTA CLARA COUNTY O
' {Seal)
Notary Prblic
STATE OF CALIFORNIA )
o) se
COUNTY OF Soem e 00ANA )
On 08 47— 2010 before me, P T W41 & EG (L, Notary Public, personally appeared

oW —eToO K , who proved to me on the basis of

satisfactory evidence-to be the person(g) whose nameff) isfafe subscribed io the within instrument and
acknowledged to me that hefstfefthby executed the same in higfhfrfthfir authorized capaclty(igs), and
Phat by hisfhgr/ihelir signature(§) on the instrument the person{g), or the entity upon behalf of which the
person{f) acted, exacilted the instrument.

I certify under PENALTY OF PERJURY under the laws of the State of California that the foregoing
paragraph i true and correct.

hen.  PAUL J. KIEFER
SEOTRS  COMM. # 1645757

] moy hand and official seal. {] 'gﬁfﬁ* NOTARY PUBLLC - ChifFORMIA &
QA7 SANTA CLARA COUNTY Q
W e frape COMM, EXPIRES MAY 19, 2013 H

\% b (Seal)

Notery Public L’

20194370.1
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service. As such, the City’s intended annexation wotld not qualify for a streamlined
urban island annexation pursuant to Government Code § 56375.3 because it does not meet

the criteria sef forth in Government Code § 56375.3(b}{(6).

4, Staff Analvsis of Prezoning is Insuificient. Staff has not provided a sufficient

analysis of how the proposed Prezoning compares with my property’s existing County
zoning, For example, it has not explained or analyzed how the permitted and conditional
uses in the proposed zone will compare with what uses are currently allowed under my
property’s existing zoning. Nor has it provided a comparison of floor area ratios and
densities ete. Further, it has not provided sufficient analysis of what existing legal uses
would become legal non-conforming. As such, itis impossible for me to understand and
evaluate the affect of the Prezoning on my property.

5. Environmental Review of Prezoning Violates CEQA. Environmental review of the
Prezoning has not been conducted in compliance with the California Envirohmental
Cuality Act (“CEQA”). the City of San Jose's attempted reliance on the San José 2020
General Plan Environmental Impact Report (“EIR”) is legally inadequate. The EIR was
certified as complete on August 16, 1994 - more than 16 years ago - and is not current
nor acetirate. Since its cerfification, new information of substantial importance to the
Prezoning that was not known and could not have been known at the time the EIR was
certified as complete is now available {such as changes in urban service area, changes in
population, changes in provision of services, public infrasiructure efc), Assuch,a
supplemental or subsequent EIR would need to be prepared in order to include new
information since the certification date. At the very minimum, an addendum to the EIR is
required to make minor correctons or changes. See Public Resources Code § 21166 and 14
Cal. Code Regs § 15162. .

6. Public Hearing Notice Violated City and State Notice Requirements, Notice for the

San Jose Planning Commission August 25th public hearing on the Prezoning failed to
comply with the City’s own notice policies and Stabe Planning & Zoning notice
requirements, Despite repeated requests for deferral from Cambrian 36 property owners
‘based on this insufficient notice as well as lack of staff analysiz and inadequate CEQA
review, the Planning Commission refused to grant the deferral request and instead
recommended the Prezoning for the City Council's approval. As such, the Planning
Commnission’s recommendation is null and void and the City Couneil’s consideration of
the Prezoning is premafire and does not comply with Municipal Code § 20.120.030(B}.
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ADDRESS OF FROPERTY BEING

PROTESTED B3N ,Z))/_ Sy Qe wa,(_,%ﬂi YY
ASSESSOR'S PARCEL NUMBER(S) #f

L) o) “OA&
AEASONOFPROTEST

| protest the proposed rezaning becauss See Attachment A

Use separaleshaat if necessary

The property in which | own an undividad Interest ot al least 5%, and on behalf of which Lhis profest [s being filed,
is situaled at: {describe propery by eddress and Assessors Parcel Number)

B30 HAreciia ol (A
( ;Wﬁf, o 50 AA | _
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and |s now zoned R1-8 District. (in Santa Clara County)

. Theundivided interast which | own In the propenty described In the statement above isa:
ﬁ FoeInierest (ownership)
I:I Leasshald Interest which expirez on

[] Other.fexpiam)

PLEASE CALL THE APPOINTMENT DESK AT {408) 535-3555 FOR AN APPLICATION APPOINTMENT,
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This farm must be signed by ONE or mors owners of an undivided intarest of al least 51% inthe lot or parcel for
which such protestis filad, such interagt being not metely an easement. Atsnant urder 8 lsase which has &
famalning tarm of len years or longer shall be deemed an *gymer® {or purposes o his proiest. When the owner of
an eligibls protest site is & lagal entitiy other than a parsan or parsens, {he protest petiifon shall be signed by the
duly auihorized ofiicerfs) of such legal entlly. When such legal entily is a homseowner's assocletion, the protest
patition shall be signed by the duly authorized officer(s} ol such association, or, in lied thereof, by 513 olthe
mamkbers oftha association.

PRNTNE S oL £, el fer™ N A 145 =P

ADDRESS i CITY STATE ZIP CODE
32 ﬂr’?mfaﬁm{{iw' = YK
SIGMATLIRE (Motarlzed) DATE
Qubvg () adlee) 2D
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- 2 A
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PRINT MAME DAYTIME
. TELEPHOME#
ADDRESS Y STATE AFPCODE
SIGNATURE (Notat/zed) _ DATE
PRINT NAME DAYTIME
TELEPHONE #
ADDRESS CITY STATE ZIFCODE
SIGMATURE {Notarized) DATE
PRINT MAME DAYTIME
TELEFHCOME#
ADDRESS (HIN STATE ZIPCDOE
SIGNATURE {Notarlzed) DATE
FRINTMAME DAYTIME
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PLEASE CALL THE APPOINTMENT DESK AT (408) 535-3555 FOR AN AP PLICATION APPOINTMENT.
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STATE OF CALIFORMIA }

COUNTY oF _ 4N LA )
bl o

On bpfore me, H ﬁ W , Notary Poblie, perscnally appeared
Mw M Hilted , who proved to me on the basis of
safisfactory evidenceto be the person(s) whose name(s) ig/582 subscribed bo the within instrisment and
arknowledged to me that hefshe/Rrmpexecuted the same in hisfherhE® authorized capacityfies), and

that by his/her] ignature(s) on the instrament the person(s), or the entity upon behalf of which the
pergon{s) acted, execubed the ingtmrment.

&

I ceriify under PENALTY OF PERJURY under the laws of the State of California that the foregoing
paragraph is true and correct. ) S

Ee it Nolary Public -
WITNESS my hand and offictal seal, g somia Clara Gouny - 2

(Seal)
ary Public
STATE OF CALIFORNIA }
. 1 ss
COUNTY CF )
'On before me, » Notary Fublic, personally appeared

- , who proved bo me on the basie of
saflsfactory evidence-to be the person(s) whose name(s) isfare subscribed to the within instrument and
acknowledged to me that he/shefthey execoted the same in hisfherftheir suthotized capadity{ies), and
fhat by hisfher/their signature{s) on the instrument the person(s), or the entity upon behalf of which the
persan(s) acted, executed the instrument.

I cerrdfy under PENALTY OF PERJURY ander the laws of the State of California that the foregoing ;
paragraph {3 trise and correct.

WITNESS my hand and official seal.

(Seal) i
Notary Public !

2012437001
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ATTACHMENT A

TO ZONING PROTEST APPLICATION

I protest -- and respectfully urge the City Council to deny -- the proposed Director
Initiated Prezoning (File No. C10-010) {“Prezening”) that would result in the rezoning of
my property to R-1-5 Single-Family Residence Zoning District upon annexation to the
City of San Jose for the following reasons and with reference to the following facts:

1. Prezoning Paves the Way for Sweamlined Annexation Without Protest. The
Prezening js proposed in conjunction with - and is a necessary prerequisite to - the City
of San Jose's intended streamlined “urban pocket” annexation (pursuant to Governument
Code § 56375.3) of approximately 103 gross acres, consisting of 330 parcels in
unincorporated Santa Clara Counéy, which is coramonly known as Cambrian 36.
Cambrian 36 encompasses my property and borders both the City of Campbell and the

City of S5an Jose.

2. Prezoning Directly Contradicts City of Campbell mbrian 36 Proper
Owners Reguests. The Prezoning is the first step of a unilateral effort initiated by the City

of San Jose to annex Cambrian 36 — an effort which directly contradicts the stated desire of
both the City of Campbell and Cambrian 36 property owners to annex Cambrian 36 into
the City of Campbell, In Qctober of 2006, a petition signed by 204 Cambrian 36 property
owners was presented to the City of Campbell asking that it be annexed to the City of
Campbell. Inresponse, the City of Campbell direcied its staff to pursue two different
possibilities for annexation of Cambrian 36, one which received preliminary support from
City of San Jose staff. Councilmember Judy Chirco, citing an inapplicable 1984 city policy
(concerning de-annexation), quashed this effort. Despite this disappointing response, both
Campbell’s and Cambrian 36 property owners’ interest in annexing Cambrian 36 remains
unequivoeal. As recently expressed in the Mayor of Campbell’s letter to the Mayor of San
Jose dated September 2, 2010, “Campbell welcomes the annexation of the Cambrian 36
pocket inta our city. The residents have Campbell mailing addresses, identify with
Campbell, and stated a clear preference to be part of Campbell.”

A Prezoning Will Result in Annexation that Will Not Benefit My Property. My

property will not benefit from the City of San Jose’s intended annexation that will result
from the proposed Prezoning. On the conirary, it will result in a downgrade of my current
services received from the County of Santa Clara at an increased cost. The City of 5an Jose
does not currently provide Cambrian 36 residents any services and it has not provided any
indication that it is capable of meeting the standard of services that we currently receive. -
Furthermore, it has not resolved the pressing issue of the City’s ability to provide fire
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service. As such, the City’s intended annexation would not qualify for a streamlined
urban island annexation pursuant to Government Code § 56375.3 because it does not meet
the criteria set forth in Government Code § 56375.3(b)(6).

4. Staff Analysis of Prezoning is Insufficient. Staff has not provided a sufficient
analysis of how the proposed Prezoning compares with my property’s existing County
zoning. For example, it has not explained or analyzed how the permitted and conditional
uses in the proposed zone will compate with what uses are currently allowed under my
property’s existing zoning. Nor has it provided a comparison of floor area ratios and
densities ete. Further, it has not provided sufficient analysis of what existing legal uses
would become legal non-conforming. As such, it is impassible for me to understand and
evaluate the affect of the Prezoning on my propetty.

5. Environmental Review of Prezoning Viclates CEQA. Environmental review of the

Prezoning has not been conducted in compliance with the California Environmental
Quality Act (“CEQA”). the Cify of San Jose’s attempted reliance on the San José 2020
General Plan Environmental Impact Report ("EIR”} is Jegally inadequate. The EIR was
certified as complete on August 16, 1994 -- more than 16 years ago -- and is not current
ror accurate. Since its certificaion, new information of substantial importance to the
Prezoning that was not known and could not have been known at the time the EIR was
certified as complete is now available (such as changes in urban service ares, changes in
population, changes in provision of services, public infrastructure efc.). As such,a
supplemental or subsequent EIR would need to be prepared in order fo include new
information since the certification date. At the very minimum, an addendum to the EIR is
required to make minor correctons or changes, See Public Resources Code § 21166 and 14
Cal. Code Regs § 15162

a. Public Hearing Notice Violated City and State Notice Requirements. Notice for the
San Jose Planning Commission August 25th public hearing on the Prezoning failed to
comply with the City’s own notice policies and State Planning & Zoning notice
requirements, Despite repeated requests for deferral from Cambrian 36 property owners
based on this insufficient notice as well as lack of staif analysis and inadequate CEQA
review, the Planning Commission refused to grant the deferral request and instead
recommended the Prezoning for the City Council’s approval. As such, the Planning
Conymission’s recommendation is null and void and the City Council's consideration of
the Prezoning is premature and does not comply with Municipal Code § 20.120.030(B).
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Usa separats sheel f necessary
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ZONING PROTEST APPLICATION

Thiz lorm must be signed by ONE or moia Gwners af an undivided inlerest of al least 51 o niha Yot or parcal for
which such profest g iited, such interest baing noi meraly an eassmenl. A tenant under a laase which has a
ramaining term of tan years ar longer chall be desmed an "owner" for purposes o Ihis protasl. Whan the owner of
an allgible prolest site is a legal enlitiy other than a person ar parsons, {ha protest petillon shall be signed by the
duly authotized officer(s) of such lagal entity. When such fegal aniity |s 8 Homeowner's associallan, the proiesi
petilion shail be signad by the duly authorized officer(g) of such assoclation, or, in lleu thereol, by 51 % of lha
memberk of the associalion,
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ﬂ c{..-\,r\drg I E ué-’r Qg el TELEPHONE#® 4708 /B30
ADDRESS A ¢ ) - CITY b s STATE ZIP GODE
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85 ¥ Efﬁﬂ‘wﬁmﬁ Lz (e 4 &é_—? fid G, Geweld
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A LA P G2l
PRINTNAME T { DAYTIME
TELEPHOHE#
ADDAESS oIy STATE | ZIPCODE
SIGHATURE (Motarized} DATE
PRINTHAME DAYTIME
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PRINT NAME DAYTIME
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TELEPFHOME#
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Foning FinlerLpnBsRppEmin Fe. 6772006



STATE OF CALIFORNIA

COUNTY QOF _%’!ﬂ (/Wﬁ )

N’ et

58,

On ﬂlﬁ/’@{ 6 hzure mE, H (7 LUJM , Notary Public, personally appeared

- _ wha proved to me on Fhe basis of
saticfactary evidence-to be the personis) whose name{s) 1afaFssubscribed ko the within Instroment and
acknowledged to me that hefshef#EY exeruted the same in hisfhergfiEiauthorized capacltyfies), and
that by hisfherffigip ¥ gnature(s) on the instrumert the pecson(s), or the entity upon behalf of which the
person(s) acted, exeoubed the instrurment.

I certify wnder PENALTY OF PERJURY under the laws of the State of Callfornia that the foregoing
paragraph is rue and correct. .
M. 5 tUcio

Commission # 1794471
WITNESS my hand and official seal. b Notary Publie - Calllernla

Sunla Clara Sounly

olary Public
STATE OF CALIFQORNIA )
1 &5
COUNTY Or )
On before ma, » Motary Public, personally appeared

, who proved to me on the basiz of
saifsfactory evidence-to he the person{s) whose name(s) Lsfare sitbseribed ko the within instriment and
acknowledged to me that hefsheffhey executed the same in higfhextheir authorized capacity(iss), and
that by hisfher/thelr signahure(s) on the instrument the personis), or the entity upon behalf of which the
personfs) acted, executed e instrument.

1 cerfity under PENALTY OF PERJURY under the Jaws of the State of Californda that the foregoing
paragraph is true and correct,

WITMNESS my hand and official seal.

(Seal)

Notary Public

201943701
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service, As such, the City's intended annexation would not qualify for a streamlined
urban island annexation purshant to Government Code § 56375.3 because it does not meet
the criteria set forth in Government Caode § 56375.3(b}{(6).

4. Staff Analysis of Prezoning js Insufficient. Staff has not provided a sufficient

analysis of how the proposed Prezoning compares with my property’s existing County
zoning. For example, it has not explained or analyzed how the permitted and conditional
uses in the proposed zone will compare with what uses are currently allowed under my
property’s existing zoning. Nor has it provided a comparison of floor area ratios and
densities etc. Purther, it has not provided sufficient analysis of what existing legal uses
would become legal non-conforming. As such, it is impossible for me to understand and
evaluate the affect of the Prezoning on my property.

5. Environmental Review of Prezoning Violates CEQA. Environmental review of the

Prezoning has not been conducted in compliance with the California Environmental
Quality Act ("CEQA”"). the City of San Jose’s attempted reliance on the San José 2020
(General Plan Environmental Impact Report (“EIR™} is legally inadequate. The EIR was
certified as complete on August 16, 1994 - more than 15 years age - and iz not current
ner acclirate. Since its certification, new information of substantial imporiance to the
Prezoning that was not known and could not have been known at the time the EIR was
certified as complete is now available (such as changes in urban service area, changes in
population, changes in provision of services, public infrastructure etc.). As such, a
supplemental or subsequent EIR wouild need to be prepared in order to include new
information since the certification date. At the very minimum, an addendum to the EIR is
required to make minor corrections or changes. See Public Resources Code § 21166 and 14
Cal. Code Regs § 15162.

6. Public Hearing Notice Violated City and State Notice Reguirements. Notice for the

San Jose Planning Commission Auguast 25th public hearing on the Prezoning failed to
comply with the City’s own notice policies and State Planning & Zoning notice
requiremnents. Despite repeated requests for deferral from Cambrian 36 property owners
based on this insufficient notice as well as lack of staff analysis and inadequate CEQA
review, the Planning Commission refused to grant the deferral request and instead
recommended the Prezoning for the City Council’s approval. As such, the Planning
Commission’s recommendation is null and void and the City Council’s consideration of
the Prezoning is premature and does not comply with Municipal Code § 20.120.030(B).




CITY OF %

SAN JOS B CITY OF SAN JOSE

CATAL OF SILOON VALLEY Planning, Building snd Cade Enforeement
a) East Santa Clara Sireet

San José, CA 86113-1805

tel {406 $25-9555 fax {408) 202-6055

Wehsite: www.aan]ogeca.goviplanming

ZONING PROTESTAFPLICATION

FILENUMBER

QUAD # ZONING GENERAL DATE
PLAN By

REZONING FILENUMBER

T

;Eg]BEESSTSEgFPHDFERWEEngéG BflA@_’l{Jﬂ Wﬁ‘{’{ mpﬁﬂ Gﬁ’ ‘?6-0'?

ASSESSORS PARCEL NUMBER{S)
g —A4H— 025

REASON OF PROTEST
See Afttachment A
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PLEASE CALL THE APPOINTMENT DESK AT (408} 575-3555 FOR AN APPLICATION AP POINTMENT.
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SIGNATURE (Notartzed} M L,O 4.049\_:)— m‘lEEP /‘L 1 , 310

PRINT NAME DAYTIME
TELEFHONE#

ADDRESS CITY STATE ZIPCODE
SIGMATLIRE (Notarlzed) _ lDATE
PRINT NAME DAYTIME

TELEPHONE #
ADDRESS CIY STATE ZIPCODE
5IGNATURE (Motarized) ' DATE
PRINTNAME DAYTIME

TELEPHONE#
ADDRESS oY STATE ZIP CODE
SIGNATURE {Notarlzed) DATE
PRINTNAME DAYTIME

TELEPHONE #
ADDRESS CITY STATE ZIPCORE
SIGNATURE (Notarlzed) DATE

Use separate shest il neceseary

PLEASE CALLTHE APPCINTMENT DESK AT {408) 535-3555 FOR AN APP LICATION APPOINTMENT.
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STATE OF CALIFORNIA )

COUNTY OF %,ﬁ QIM{E

On ?%f zgci’f?. 2046 before me, ‘f%"ﬁ‘; hlﬂ' 1R , Notary Public, personally appeared
rehpard (aifde , who proved to me an the basis of

gatisfactory evidence-to be the person{s) whase name(s) 16fare subscribed bo the within instrument ard,
ackmowledged to me that he/ehefthey executed the same in hisfherfthelr authorized capacity(iss), and
that by hisfher/their signature(s) on the nstrument the person(s), or the enfity upon behalf of whicl the
person(s) acted, execated the instrament. :

E5.

S St

I certify under FENALTY OF PERJURY under the laws of the State of Califomia that the foregoing
paragreph is true and correct.

WITNESS my hand gnid official zeal.

,__ﬁ.n_._.._,__,‘ c PATTI M, HAIR
omrlsslen # 1770730
:?5 Notary Public - Callfornta =
fanla Claig Counly =

Wcoﬂ'rn.&pfrg@mlg. 2017
STATE OF CALIFORMIA )
|
COUNTY OF LS wta Clara y

Omn Mﬁgf@ before me, Jgn% !’Itnf £ » Notary Public, personally appeared

P rd. td2 , who proved to me on the basis of
salisfactory evidenceto be He person(s) whose narne(s) isfare subscribed to the within instrument and
acknowledged to me that hefshefthey executed the same jn higfherftheir authorized capaciep(les), and
that by hisfherftheir signature(s) on the instrument the person{s), or the entity upen behalf of which the
person{s) acked, executed the instrument.

I certify under FENALTY OF PERJURY under the Jaws of the Siate of California that the foregoing
paragraph is broe and correct.

WITNESS my hand and fficial seal.

PATT| 4. HAIR
h Commisslon # 1770730
2] tRstdly Puklic - Calllormia

fanla Clara Counly £
My Coinm, Expires Octg, 2011

20194270.1
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ATTACHMENT A

TO ZONING PROTEST APPLICATION

I protest -- and respectfully urge the City Council to deny -- the proposed Director
Initiated Prezoning (File No. C10-010) (“Prezoning”) that would result in the rezoning of
my property to R-1-5 Single-Family Residence Zoning District wpon annexation to the
City of San Jose for the following reasons and with reference to the following facts:

1. Prezoning Paves the Way for Streamlined Annexation Without Protest. The
Prezoning is proposed in conjunction with -- and is a necessary prerequisite to — the City
of San Jose's intended streamlined “urban pocket” annexation (pursuant to Government
Code § 56375.3) of approximately 103 gross acres, consisting of 330 parcels in
unincorporated Santa Clara County, which is commonly known as Cambrian 36.
Cambrian 36 encompasses my property and borders both the City of Campbell and the
City of San Jose.

2. Prezoning Directly Contradicts City of Campbel! and Cambrian 36 Property
Owners Requests. The Prezoning is the first step of a unilateral effort initiated by the City
of San Jose to annex Cambrian 36 — an effort which directly contradicts the stated degire of
both the City of Campbell and Cambrian 36 property owners to annex Cambrian 36 into
the City of Campbell. In October of 2006, a petition signed by 204 Cambrian 36 property
ownera was presented to the City of Campbell asking that it be annexed to the City of
Campbell. In response, the City of Campbell directed its staff to pursue two different
possibilities for annexation of Cambrian 36, one which received preliminary support from
City of San Jose séaff. Councilmember Judy Chirco, citing an inapplicable 1984 city policy
(concerning de-arnexation), quashed this effort. Despite this disappointing response, both
Campbell’s and Cambrian 36 property owners’ interest in annexing Cambrian 36 remains
unequivocal. As recently expressed in the Mayor of Campbell’s letter to the Mayor of San
Jose dated September 2, 2010, “Campbell welcomes the annexation of the Cambrian #36
pocket inko our city. The residents have Campbell mailing addresses, identify with
Campbell, and stated a clear preference to be part of Campbell.”

3. Prezonin 1 It in ion that Wi Benefit bM

property will not benefit from the City of San Jose's intended annexation that will result
from the proposed Prezoning. On the contrary, it will result in a downgrade of my current
services received from the County of Santa Clara at an increased cost. The City of San Jose
does not currently provide Cambrian 36 residents any services and it has not provided any
indication that it is capable of meeting the standard of services that we currently receve.
Furthermore, it has not resolved the pressing issue of the City’s ability to provide fire
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service. As such, the City’s intended annexation would not qualify for a streamlined
vrban island annexation pursuant to Government Code § 56375.3 because jt does not meet
the criteria set forth in Government Code & 56375 3b)(6). '

4. Staff Analysis of Prezoning is Isufficient. Statf has not provided a sufficient
analysis of how the proposed Prezoning compares with my property’s existing County
zoning. For example, it has not explained or analyzed how the permitted and conditional
uges in the proposed zone will compare <with what uses are currently allowed under my
property’s existing zoning. Nor has it provided a comparison of floor area ratios and
densities ete. Further, it has not provided sufficient analysia of what existing legal uses
would become legal non-conforming. As such, it is impossible for me o understand and
evaluate the affect of the Prezoning on my prop erty.

5. Enyironmental Review of Prezoning Viglates CEQA, Environmental review of the
Prezoning has not been conducted in compliance with the California Environmental
Quality Act ("“CEQA”). the City of San Jose's attempted reliance on the San José 2020
General Plan Enwvironmental Tmpact Report (“EIR"} is legally inadequate. The EIR was
certified as complete on August 16, 1994 -- more than 16 years ago - and is not current
nor accurate. Since its cerfification, new information of substantial importance t0 the
Prezoning that was not known and could not have been known at the time the EIR was
certified as complete is now available (such as changes in urban service area, changes in
population, changes in provision of services, public infrastructure efc.). As such, a
supplemental or subsequent EIR would need to be prepared in order fo include new
information since the certification date. At the very minimurm, an addendum to the EIR is
reguired to make minor corrections or changes. See Public Resources Code § 21166 and 14
Cal. Code Regs § 15162,

6. Public Hearing Notice Violated City and State Notice Requirements, Notice for the
San Jose Planning Commission August 95¢h public hearing on the Prezoning failed to
comply with the City’s own notice policies and State Planning & Zoning notice
requirements. Despite repeated requests for deferral from Cambrian 36 property owners
based on this insufficient notice as well as Tack of staff analysis and inadequate CEQA
review, the Planning Commission refged to grant ihe deferral request and instead
recommended the Prezoning for the City Council's approval. As such, the Planning
Cormission’s recommendation is nuil and void and the City Coundil’s gonsideration of

the Prezoning is premature and does not comply with Municipal Code §20.120.030(B).
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% El]a J ]é!DJU ) bveinremia,,l}? J‘?-]( A (“jf, m%mary Public, paraonally appeated
T AT 2 (N _ wha proved tome on the basia of

satigfactory evidercath be the persan{s) whase narnefs) Jsfare subseribed 1o the wlthin inetowment and
acknovdedged o e that hefshefthey eyacuted The same in hisfherfthalr auvhorized capagity(les), and
that by hisfherfiheir sign abrels) of the inatrument the personis) or the sntily upen behalf of which the
persan{s) acted, execited jhe irpTument '

I centify under FENALTY OF FERJURY under the lewws of the Slate of Culliomla that the Loregoing
peragreph id true snd correct.

WITNESS my hemd and offigi) seal,

_ DEBRA A, GRUEMAN
Motary Public, Stals of Nevada

' Appolrtmant No. 08-8004-1
Wy Appt, Expiras Bap 19, 2012

O J)eﬁm'e e, Lh:!nty Fublle, parsonally appeared,
) L] viho proved to ma bn the basis of
mafisfciory evldeniedo beba pirsan(s) whos namels) isfare srbactibed I ihe within nptrument and
adkmonlad ged tome that hefshefhey executsd the same in higfhen/teir puthorized capacitgiies), end
that by hisfherfthely signature(s) on the ingtrumerk e personis), 07 tiwe ctity pen behalf of which the
parscm [} acled, exerted the nstrumard.

1 cectify under PENALTY OF PERJURY pnder [he lawa of the Gie of Califernia that the (oregoing
paragraph is true and comect.

Moty Putdc, State-of Nevads

v No. 08.8004-
_ IHMF'_I- Expiren Sap 19, 2u:z.
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service. As such, the City’s intended annexation woulld not qualify for streamlined
urban island annexation pursuant to Government Code § 56375.3 becanse it does not meet
the criteria set forth in Government Code § 56375.3(b)(6)-

4 W@ﬂnﬁﬂﬂmﬁ 5ealf has not provided a sufficient
analysis of how the proposed PreZoning compares with my properky’s existing County
zonipg. Bor example, ithas not explained or analyzed how the permitted and condifional
ses in the proposed zone will compate wilh what uses are currently allowed under my
property’s existing zoning, Nor has it provided a comparison of foor area Tatios and
densities ete. Further, it has not provided sufficient analysis of what existing legal uses
would become legal non-conforming. As such, it is impossible for me to understand and
evaluate the affect of the Prezoning onmy property.

8. mmmﬂf@ﬂnﬂmﬁm Envitonmental review of the
Prezoning hes not been conducted in compliance with the Californda Environmental
Quality Act ("CHQAS). fhe City of 5an Joge's attempted rellance on the Sen Jasé 2020
General Plan Envirenmental Impact Report (“EIR"} is legally inadequate. The EIR was
certified as complete on August 16, 1994 — more thari 16 years aga - and is not current
nor accurate, Sinca its cértification, new information of substantial importance to the
Prezoning that was not known end could not have been known at the time the EIR was
certified as complete {s now available {such as changes in urban service area, changes in
population, changes in provision of services, public infragtructure ete). Assuch,
supplemental or subsequent RIR would need to be prepated in order ta include new
information since the cerfification date. At fhe very minimum, an addendnm to the EIR ia
required to make minor carrections ot changes. See Public Resources Code § 21166 and 14

Cal. Code Regs §15162.
. Public Hearing _]}]gﬂmvig!at_e_g City and State Natice Reguirements. Motica for the

San [ose Planning Commission Auguat 25th public hearing on the Prezoning failed to
comply with the City's own nobee policies and State Planning & Zoning notice
requirements, Despite repeated requests for deferral from Cambrian 36 pro perty owners
based on this insufficient notice a8 well as lack of staff analysis and inadequate CEQA
review, the Planning Commisslon refused to grant the deferral request and instead
recommended the Prezonding for the City Council's approval. As such, the Planmning
Commisston’s recomimendation is null and void and the City Council'a considerabon of
the Prezoning is premature and does not camply with Municipal Code § 20,120.030(B).
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ATTACHMENT A

TQ ZONING PROTEST APPLICATION

I protest -- and respectfully urge the Clty Council to deny ~ the proposed Director
Initiated Prezoning (File No, C10-010) (“Prezoning”) that would result in the rezoning of
my propezty to R-1-5 Single-Family Residence Zoning District upon annexation to the
City of San Jose for the following reasons and with reference to the kellowing facis:

1. C - ) ot 3 Teay X ; eat. The
Prezoning is proposed In conjunction with -- and is a necessary prerequisife to— the City
afSan Jose’s intended streamlined “urban pocket” nnexation (pursnant to Government
Code § 56375.3) of approximately 103 grossacrss, consisting of 330 parcels in
unincorporated Santa Clara County, which is commanly known as Cambrian 36.
Cambrian 36 encompagses my property dnd borders both the City of Campbell and the

City of 5an Jose,

2. Prezoning Direct ) b f Campbell and Ca: 3 Property
Owners Requests. The Prezonin, iz the first step of a unilatersl effort initlated by the Ciiy
of Sari Jose to annex Cambrian 36— an effort which directly rontradicts the stated desire of
both the City of Camphell and Camlbrian 36 property ownerg to annex Cambrian 36 inio
the City of Campbell. In October of 2006, a petition signed by 204 Cambrian 36 property
owners was presented o the City of Campbell asking that it be annexed $o the City of
Campbell. In respanse, the City of Campbell directed its staff to pursue fwo different
possibilities for anrexation of Carribrian 36, one which received preliminary snpport from
City of San Jose staff, Coundlmember Judy Chirco, citing an inapplicable 1984 city palicy
{concerning de-annexation), quashed this effort. Despite this diseppointing response, both
Carpbell’s and Cambriait 36 property owners’ interest in annexing Cambrian 36 remaing
unequivocal. Ag recently expressed in the Mayor of Campbell's Jetfer to the Mayar of San
Jose dated September 2, 2010, “Campbell welcomes the anpexation of the Cambrian 436
pocket into our city. The residents have Carnphbel! mailing addresses, identify with
Campbell, and stated a clear preference fo'be part of Campbell.” '

3. rezonine ¥ A ning A et =
property will nat benefit from the City of San Juse's intended annexation that will result
from the proposed Prezoning. On the contrary, it will resultin a downgrade of my current
services received from the County of Santa Clara at an increased cost, The City of San Jose
does not cexrently provide Cambrian 36 residents any services and it has not provided eny -
indication that it is capable of meeting the standlard of services that we carrently receive.
Furthermore, it has not resolved the pressing issue of the City’s ability to previde fire
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Planning, Bullding and Cexde Enfarcament
20 East Santa Clara Streal

Sen José, CA 85113-1205

tel (408] 535-3555 fax (A0d) 292-6055
Wabsile: W sanjoseca.goviplanning

FILENUMBER O B0 COUNCIL

DISTRICT

QUAD # ZONING GENERAL DATE
PLAN &y

REZONING FILENUMBER
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AODRESSOF PROPEFTYSEING =

¥ [ProresTeD /Qﬁﬁ“‘f AR AVDY DRI YE 75068
ASSESSORS PARCELNUMBER(S) -

- Y02 -003

REASOMN OF PROTEST

See Aftachment A

tprolest lhe proposed rezoning becauss

Use separale sheslif ngcessary

The praperty in which | own an undivided Inleres! of ai least 51%, and on behall of which this protest is being {lled,
ia situated at: {dascrbe properly by address and Assassor's Parcel Number)

jous PoXRYMDY DRNE 5009
Hi4-02 -0z

and is now zoned RI1-8 Disirict. {in Santa Clara County)

The undivided interest whizh | own in ihe property describod In the slelement above is &:

¥ ﬂ Fae Interest (ownership)

|:| Leasehold interest which explras on

[] other:fexpsain)

PLEASE CALL THE APPCINTMENT DESK AT (408) 535-3555 FOR AN APPLICATICHN APROINTMENT.
Feurpa] ProdesL proi Sy Baatinn e, B2
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Page2 ZONING PROTESTAPPLICATION

Thte farm must be sighed by ONE or more ownars of ab undivided intarest of ai least 51% in Lha |ol ar parcel tor
which such profasl Is lilad, such interest baing not meraly an sasement. A tenant under a lease which hes a
ramaining lerm of tan years ar lenger shall be desmad an ‘owner for purposas of 1his protest. Yhan the owner of
an sligible protesi site is & lagal entitiy othar than a person or parsans, iha protest pelition shall ba signed by the
duly authorlzed officar(s) of such lagal entlly. Whan such legal entily is a homacwner's associalion, the pratest
patitton shall be signed by the duly aulhorized ofiicer{s) of such associalion, or, in lieu thered, by 51% ofthe
mermbers of ihe associallon.

PRI A DaYTIME ot
% ey wW. MEDEL . TELEPHONE # 885‘4&%
ADDB ! —— ,B' ALTE %PGDDE
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Jak Y DELIE  QHAPPEL. &Y 008
DA
- - O7/RS]201D
P ___,_f' v T ’ DAYTIME
v ¥ TELEPHONE #
ADDRESS CITY STATE ZIFCODE
SIGMATURE [Notarlzed) DATE
PRINT HAME BAYTIME
_ |TELEPHONE#
ADDRESS CiTY STATE ZIPCODE
SIGHATURE {(Notarizad) _ DATE
PRINTMAME DAYTIME
TELEFHOMNE #
ADDRESS CITY STATE ZIPCODE
SIGHATURE (Notarized) DATE
PRINT NAME ' DAY TIME
TELEPHONE #
ADDRESS Gy STATE ZIPCODE
SIGNATURE {Notarlzed) DATE
PHRINTHNAME DAYTIME
TELEFHONE #
ADDRAESS iy BTATE ZIFCODE
SIGNATURE (Notar 1zed) DATE
Use soparate sheet il necessery

PLEASE CALL THE APPOINTMENT DESK AT (408) 535-3535 FOR AN APPLICATION APPOINTMENT.
Zontng FremeLpmEsiAplarion ey BFRLH




STATE OF CALIFORMIA

)
) sm
COUNTY OF ;E_\)m;ﬁg !Qi&x\ﬂ—" )

i *."-. katy Public, pereonally appeared

who proved fo me on the basis of

acknowladged to me that hefahafthey executed the same in hisfeeritheir authorized capacity{igg), and
that by his/hesféheir signatuneflij on the ngirument the pe:sanhr), or the entity upon behalf of which the
perscm{:} acted, execibed the instrument.

1 certify under PENALTY OF PERJURY under the laws of the State of Californda thak the foregoing
paragraph {5 true and corzect.

RS myhand snd el sal DIANE M. JAMES
comminlon # 17333748
) { (7 ,‘g.-r-f 5 Malary Public - Enll.luln'l_u 3
(Seal) i $anta Clar Ci:uzlnni;: 0 2
Nﬂbﬂrj’ Public WM mm |
STATE QOF CALIFORNIA |
1 =S
COUNTY OF }I
On before me, , Notary Public, personally appeared

, who proved to me en the basis of
satisfactory evidenceto be the person(s) whose name(s) isfare subseiibed to the within instrement and
ackaowledged to me thathefshefthey executed the same in hisfher/their authorized capacibyfies), and
that by hisfherftheir signahire(s) on the instrument the person(s), of the entity upon behalf of which the
person{g) acted, exectited the instrument.

I certify under PENALTY OF PERJURY under the laws of the State of Californda that the foregoing
paragraph 1s froe and correct.

WITNESS my hand and official seal.

(eal)

MNotary Public

10154270.1
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service. As such, the City’s intended annexation would not qualify for a streamlined
urban island annexation pursuant to Government Code § 56375.3 because it does not meet
the criteria set forth in Government Code § 56375.3(b)(6).

4, Staff Analysis of Prezoning je Insufficient. Staff has not provided a sufficient

analysis of how the proposed Frezoning compares with my property’s existing County
zoning, For example, ithas not explained or analyzed how the permitted and conditional
uses in the proposed zone will compare with what uses are currently allowed under my
property’s exdsting zoning. Nor has it provided a comparison of foor area ratios and
densities etc. Further, it has not provided sufficient analysis of what existing legal uses
would become legal non-conforming. As such, it is impossible for me to understand and
evaluate the affect of the Prezoning on my property.

5 Environimental Review of Prezoning Violates CEQA. Environmental review of the

Prezoning has not been conducted in compliance with the California Environmental
Quality Act ("CEQA"). the City of 5an Jose’s attempted reliance on the San José 2020
General IPlan Environimental Impact Report (“EIR?) is legally inadequate. The EIR was
certified as complete on August 16, 1994 -- more than 16 years ago - and is not current
nor accurate, Since its certification, new information of substantial importance to the
Prezoning that was nof known and could not have been known at the time the EIR was
certified as complete is now available (such as changes in trban service area, changes in
population, changes in provision of services, public infrastructure ete.). As such, a
supplemental or subsequent EIR would need to be prepared in order to include new
information since the certification date. At the very minimum, an addendum to the EIR is
required te make minor corrections or changes, See Public Resources Code § 21166 and 14
Cal. Code Regs § 15162,

b, blic Hearin ice Violated City and State Notice Requirements. Notice for the
San Jose Planning Commission August 25th public hearing on the Prezoning failed to
comply with the City’s own notice policies and State Planning & Zoning notice
requiremenis. Despite repeated requests for deferral from Cambrian 36 property owners
based on this insufficient notice as well as lack of staff analysis and inadequate CEQA
review, the Planning Commisston refused to grant the deferral request and instead
recommended the Prezoning for the City Council’s approval. As such, the Planning
Commission’s recommendation is null and void and the City Council’s consideration of
the Prezoning is premature and does not comply with Municipal Code § 20.120.030(B).
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See Attachment A

| prefest lhe proposed rezaning becauss
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Page?2 ZONING PROTESTAPPLICATION

This {arm raust be signed by ONE or maors owners of an univided interest of al least 51% inthe lot or parcsl for
which such protest is filed, such inlerest being nol meraly an easoment. Alznant under & leasa which has a
remaining 1arm of en years or longer shall be deemad an *owner™for purposes of this protest. When the owner of
an aligibls profest site is a legal enditiy siher ihan a parsan or parsons, the protest petilion shall be signed by the
duly author(zed officer(s) of such legal entity. When such lagal eniity |s 2 homsowner's association, the profest
pelition shall be signed by the duly authorized oficer(s) of such associalian, ar, in lleu therecd, by 51 % of {he
members ofthe assaclalion.
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STATE OF CALIFORNIA )

COUNTY QF @ _J/ )

On e, A /X 4l €72, Nintary Public, personally appeared

FE 7 who proved to me on the basis of
ewdmoe-tu he the persun{s} whuse namé(e} fare subscribed b the within instrument and
acknowledged to me that hefshefthey executed the same in histherftheir authorized capacity{ies), and
that by his/her/their signature(s) on the instrument the persons), or the entity upon behalf of which the
person(s) acted, executed the instrument,

1 vertify under PENALTY OF PERJURY under the laws of the State of California that the foregoing
paragraph is true and correct.

p DIANE M. JAMES
...‘nr N\ Commiaion # 1733376

WITNE m}rha.nd and offidal seal. iv ..,*x: j} Notary Public - Callfornla g
7 Santa Clara Counly

\r»@m e e
fﬁ’*’?ﬂfz ; L2 {Seal)

Notary Public
STATE OF CALIFCRNIA )

T s
COUNTY OF &/ )

an‘o-’ﬁlr 51'5:. SDf{) before mm@ , Notary Public, personally appeared
who proved to me on the basis of
satisfactory evidence-to be the person{s) whos () i6fare subecribed by the within instouoment and

acknowledged to me fhat hefshefthey exented the same in hisfherftheir anthoxized capacity(ies), and
that by hisfher/their signature(s) on the instrument the person{s), or the enfity upon behalf of which the
person(s) acted, executed the instrument,

I certify under PENALTY OF PEFJURY under the laws of the State of California that the foregoing
paragraph is lrue and cotreck

WITMESS my hand and cfficial seal.

14 ; ) Commison # 1783378

iy SR Notary lc « Calllornia

mmﬁﬂ%m ey 3 D, Sonla Siaa coumy b
T ] My Comm ExptmAzn. 20

201843701




Residential
ATTACHMENT A

TO ZONING PROTEST APPLICATION

1 profest -- and respectfully urge the City Council to deny -- the proposed Director
Initiated Prezoning (File No. C16-010) {“Prezoning”) that would result in the rezoning of
my property to R-1-5 Single-Family Residence Zoning District upon anmexation to the
City of San Jose for the following reasons and with reference to the following facts:

1. Prezoning Paves the Way for Streamlined Annexation Without Protest. The
Prezoning is proposed in conjunction with -- and is a necessary prerequisite to - the City
of San Jose’s intended streamlined “urban pocket” annexation (pursuant to Government
Code § 56375.3) of approximately 103 gross acres, consisting of 330 parcels in
unincorporated Santa Clara County, which is commonly known as Cambrian 36.
Cambrian 26 encompasses my property and borders both the City of Campbell and the
City of 3an Jose,

2, Prezoning Directly Contradicts Ciey of Campbell and Cambrian 36 Property
Owners Requests. The Prezoning is the first step of a unilateral effort initiated by the City

of San Jose to annex Cambrian 36 - an effort which directly contradicts the stated desire of
both the City of Campbell and Cambrian 36 property owners to annex Cambrian 36 into
the City of Campbell. In Qctober of 2006, a pefition signed by 204 Cambrian 36 property
owners was presented to the City of Campbell asking that it be annexed to the City of
Campbell, In response, the City of Campbell directed its staff to pursue two different
possibilities for annexation of Cambrian 36, one which received preliminary support from
City of San Jose staff. Councilmember Judy Chirco, citing an inapplicable 1984 city policy
(concerning de-annexation), quashed this effort. Despite this disappointing response, both
Carmnpbell’s and Cambrian 36 property owners’ interest in annexing Cambrian 36 remains
unequivocal. As recently expressed in the Mayor of Camphells letter (o the Mayor of San
Jose dated September 2, 2010, “Campbell welcomes the armexation of the Cambrian £36
pocket into our city. The residents have Campbell mailing addresses, identify with
Campbell, and stated a clear preference to be part of Campbell.”

3. Prezoning Will Result in Annexation that Will Not Benefit My Property. My

property will not benefit from the City of San Jose's intended annexation that will result
from the proposed Prezoning. On the contrary, it will result in a downgrade of my current
services received from the County of Santa Clara at an increased cost. The City of San Jose
does not currently provide Cambrian 36 residents any services and it has not provided any
indication that it is capable of meeting the standard of services that we aurrently receive.
Furthermore, it has not resolved the pressing issue of the City's ability to provide fire
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service. As such, the City’s infended annexation would not qualify for a streamlined
urban island annexation pursuant to Government Code § 56375.3 because it does not meet
the criteria set forth in Government Code § 56375.3(b)(6).

4, Staff is of Prezoning is Insufficient, Staff has not provided a sufficient
analysis of how the proposed Prezoning compares with my proper{y’s existing County
zoming. For example, it has not explained or analyzed how the permitied and conditional
1ses in the proposed zone will compare with what uses are aurrently allowed under my
property’s existing zoning. Nor has it provided a comparison of floor area ratios and
densities etc. Farther, it has not provided sufficient analysis of what existing legal uses
would become legal non-conforming. As such, it is impossible for me to understand and
evaluate the affect of the Prezoning on my property.

5. Fnvironmenial Review of Prezoning Violates CEOA, Environmental review of the

Prezoning has nat been conducted in compliance with the California Environmental
Quality Act (“CEQA"). the City of San Jose's attempted reliance on the San José 2020
General Plan Environmental Impact Report (“EIR”) is legally inadequate. The EIR was
certified as complete on August 16, 1994 — more than 16 years ago -- and is not current
nor accurate, Since its certification, new information of substantial importance to the
Prezoning that was not known and could not have been known at the time the EIR was
certified as complete is now available (such as changes in urban service area, changes in
population, changes in provision of services, public infrastructure etc). As such,a
supplemental or subsequent EIR would need fo be prepared in prder to include new
information since the certification date. At the very minimum, an addendum to the EIR is
required o make minor corrections or changes. See Public Resources Code §21166 and 14

Cal. Code Regs § 15162.

6. Public Hearing Notice Violated City and State Notice Requirements, Notice for the
San Jose Planning Commission August 25th public hearing on the Prezoning failed to
comply with the City’s own notice pelicies and State Planning & Zoning notice
requirements. Despite repeated requests for deferral from Cambrian 36 property owners
based on this insufficient notice as well as lack of staff analysis and inadequate CEQA
review, the Planning Commission refused to grant the deferral request and instead
recommended the Prezoning for the City Council’s approval. As such, the Planning
Comimission’s recommendation is null and void and the City Councl's consideration of
the Prezoning is premature and does not comply with Municipal Code § 20.120.030(B).
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CITY OF

‘SAN JOSE oiry oF 8N JosE

CADITAL OF SILIOOHN WALLEY Planntng, Bullding and Cods Enforcament
200 East Santa Clara Strest

San Joss, CA 06113-1905

{a] (406) 535-3565 fax (408) 222-6035

Webelte: www.sanjoseca.goviglanning

ZONING PROTEST APPLICATION

DATE

QUAD # ZONING GENERAL
FLAN BY

REZONING FILE MUMBER

R e T A

ADDRESS OF PROPERTYEE , =
PROTESTED HéEFWDFmandu Drive c_ﬂﬂ’mbﬁﬂ_ﬁﬁ Q560§
ASSESSORSPAR GSL ;UTBE}TS}_J, J *

REASON OF PROTEET

| protest the proposed rezoning becauss

See Attachment A

Uss separate shoel f nacessary

The property I which | own 2n undivided Interest of af lesst 51%, and an behalf of which this protest is balng filed,
is siluated at; {describe properly by & dress and Assessors Parce! Number)

115} Normdndu Drive
Campbell O 45008
Parcel Number: H14-02-013

and 7e now zoned R1-8 Distriet. (in Santa Clara County)

The undivided interest which | awnin the propesty described In the siatemant above Is a:

[[] Lsasehold interest which expires on

D Other: (explain)

PLEASE CALL THE APPOINTMENT DESK AT (408) 535-3555 FOR AN APPLICATION APPOINTMENT.
Zming Pk pitEHipphualizn e, ERRFE08

1O/ [ro



Page2 | ZONING PROTESTAPPLICATION

petition shall be stgned by the duly aulhorized officerfs) of such association, or, In li
members eithe assoclallon,

This form must he signed by ONE or more owners of an undlvided interest of at [east 51% in the lot or parcel for
which such prafest s lited, suchinteraest belng nol merely an sasement. A tenanl under a fesse which has a
remnaining tarm of ten years or longer shall be deamed an "owner” for purposes of {his protest. When the cwner of
an eligible protest sita is 4 lagal entitiy other than a person ar persons, the protest petiion shall be slgned by the

duly authorkzed officar(s) of such legal antily. Whan such lsgal sntity |3 & homeowner's essaclation, the protest
iaLr tharaof, by 51% of Lha

PRNTNE 11 et (HAdS DAIME e 08 307430y
G Nermand y Driye ﬁamp'bcf | a%0py
SIGNATURE (Notarizedf ™ DATE‘? DL/
PRINTNAME [ [0 5~ Hrélﬂﬁ mgphﬂ%wgﬁ ] {ﬁ? 03

AIDRESS Hﬁ"!Normana’u Prive Gamaheu

CﬂATE ZIF'O%PE

SIGNATUHE{Nntar‘]zedL” > ) ‘i !

mﬁ_{;g.{;g

EIGNATUHE{Nutasz

PRINTNAME DAYTIME
TELEPHONE #
ADDRESS CITY / STATE ZIPGODE
SIGNATURE {Notarlzad) / DATE
PRINTNAME - DAYTIME
TELEPHONE#
ADDRESS / CIY STATE ZIFCODE
SIGNATURE {Notarized) / DATE
PRINT NAME / DAYTIME
TELEPHONE#
ADDRESS / CIrY STATE ZIPCODE
SIGNATURE {Notarized) / DATE
PRINTNAME DAYTIME
- TELEPHONE #
ADDIRESS / CITY STATE ZIPCODE
DATE

-

Useseparala shes! fnecessany

PLEASE CALL THE APPOINTMENT DESK AT (108) 535-3555 FOR AN APPLICATION APPOINTMENT,

Zrnlng ProlesLpi SR ks o Fue. BAERO00
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ATTACHMENT A

TO ZONING PROTEST APPLICATION

I protest -- and respectiully urge the City Council to deny — the proposed Director
Initiated Prezoning (File No. £10-010) (“Prezoning”) that would result in the rezoning of
my properiy to R-1-5 Single-Family Residence Zoning District upon annexation to the
City of San Jose for the following reasons and with reference to the following facts:

1. ing Paves the Way for Streamlined ation Without Protest, The
Prezoning is proposed in conjunction with - and is a necessary prerequisite to - the Cify
of San Jose's intended streamlined “urban pocket” annexation {pursuwant to Government
Code § 56375.3) of approximately 103 gross acres, consisting of 330 parcels in
unincorporated Santa Clara County, which is commeonly known as Cambrian 36.
Cambrian 36 encompasses my property and borders both the City of Campbell and the
City of San Jose.

2 Prezoning Directly Contradicts City of Campbell ian 36 Praper

Owners Requests. The Prezoning is the first step of a unilateral effort initiated by the City
of San Jose to annex Cambrian 36 — an effort which directly contradicis the stated desire of
both the City of Campbell and Cambrian 36 property owners to annex Cambrian 36 into

~ the City of Campbell, In October of 2006, a petition signed by 204 Cambrian 36 property
owners was presenfed to the City of Campbell asking that it be annexed to the City of
Campbell. In response, the City of Campbell directed its staff to pursite two different
possibilities for annexation of Cambrian 36, one which received preliminary support from
City of San Jose staff. Councilmember Judy Chirco, citing an inapplicable 1984 city policy
(concerning de-annexation), quashed this effort. Despite this disappointing response, both
Campbell's and Cambrian 36 property owners' inferest in annexing Cambrian 36 remains
unequivocal. As recently expressed in the Mayor of Campbell’s lefter to the Mayor of San
Jose dated September 2, 2010, “Campbell welcomes the annexation of the Cambrian 436
pocketinto our city, The regidents have Campbell mailing addresses, identify with
Camphbell, and stated a clear preference to be part of Campbell.” '

3 Prezoning Will Resolt in Annexation that Will Not Benefit My Property, My

property wili not benefit from the City of San Jose's intended annexation that will result
from the proposed Prezoning, On the contrary, it will result in a downgrade of my current
services received from the County of Santa Clara at an increased cost. The City of San Jose
does not currently provide Cambrian 36 residents any services and it has not provided any
indication that it is capable of meeting the standard of services that we currently receive.
Furthermore, it has not resolved the pressing issue of the City’s abilify to provide fire
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service. As such, the City’s infended annexation would nof qualify for a streamlined
urban island armexation pursuant to Government Code § 56375.3 because it does not meet

the criteria set forth in Government Code § 56375.3(b){6).

4. Staff Anatysis of Prezoning is Insufficient. Staff has not provided a sufficient

analysis of how the proposed Prezoning compares with my property’s existing County
zoning. For example, it has not explained or analyzed how the permitted and conditional
uses in the proposed zone will compare with what uses are currently allowed under my
property’s existing zoning. Nor has it provided a comparison of floor area ratios and
densities etc. Furher, it has not provided sufficient analysis of what existing legal uses
would become legal non-conforming. As such, it is impossible for me to understand and
evaluate the affect of the Prezoning on my property.

5. Environmental Review of Prezoning Violates CEQA. Environmental review of the

Prezoning has not been conducied in compliance with the California Environmental
Quality Act ("CEQA™). the City of San Joses attempted reliance on the San José 2020
General Plan Environmental Impact Report (“EIR”) is legally inadequate. The EIR was
certified as complete on August 16, 1994 -- more than 16 years ago — and isnot current
nor accurate, Since its certification, new information of substantial importance to the
Prezoning that wag not known and eould not have been known at the time the BIR was
certified as complete is now available (such as changes in urban service area, changes in
population, changes in provision of services, public infrastructure ete.). As such,a
supplemental or subsequent EIR would need fo be prepared in order to include new
information gince the certification date, At the very minimum, an addendum to the EIR is
required to make minor corrections or changes. See IPublic Resources Code § 21166 and 14

Cal. Code IRegs § 15162,

f. Public Hearing Notice Violated City and State Notice Reguirements. Notice for the

San Jose Plannirig Commission August 25th public hearing on the Prezoning failed to
comply with the City’s own notice policies and State Planning & Zoning notice
requirements. Despite repeated requests for deferral from Cambrian 36 property owners
baged on thig insufficient notice as well as lack of staff analysis and inadequate CEQA
review, the Planning Commission refused to grant the deferral request and instead
recommended the Prezoning for the City Council’s approval, As such, the Planning
Commission’s recommendation is null and void and the City Council's consideration of
the Prezoning is premature and does not comply with Municipal Code § 20.120.030{B).




CITY OF &=

| §AN JOS CITY OF SAN JOSE

CAMIYAL OF SILICON YALLEY Planning, Bullding and Cade Enforcemant
200 East Santa Clars Streat

San Joszé, CA 95113-1805

tel {408) 535-3555 fax (408) 292-5055

Wabzita: www.aanjoseca.goviplanning

FILENUMBER COUNCIL
DESTHICT
QUAD # ZONING GENERAL DATE
- PLAN BY
REZCNING FILE NUMBER

ADDRESS OF PROPERTY BEIMG

PROTESTED . (,00 CAMPRIAN DR. CAMPRCIL CA (AS0c0g

ASSESS0RS PAJQPELNLJMEEH{S}
V2 - - pog
REASONOFPROTEST
See Attachment A

| prolssttha proposed rezoning bacause

Uszs eoparata shaal if necassany

The property tn whizh | own an undivided inlerest of at least 51%, and on behalf of which this protest Is being filed,
is siluaied al: (descrbe propeny by addrazs and Assessor's Parcel Number)

LOb CAMBRIAN DR, CAMPAELL CA K500
APy A\ -dl-oos

and Is now zoned R1-8 District. (in Santa Clara County)

The undivided interest which | own in the property described in the statemant above is a:

Ef FosInterest {swnership)

[[] Leasshold Interest which expires on

L] other: texplain)

FLEASE CALL THE AFPOINTMENT DESI AT (408) 535-1555 FOR AN APPLICATION APPOINTMENT.
ForkQ Pkt pmbsEfpploaticon Rer. GrRf00E
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ZONING PROTESTAPPLICATION

This form must be sfaned by ONE or moras ownars of an undlvided interast of ai lsast 51% inthelot or patcel for
which sunh protest is filad, such inferest being not meraly an easemenl. Atenant under a leage which has a
remiaining tarm of {en years or longer shall be deemed an "owner* for purposas of this protest. When the owner of
an ellgibla prolest sita is a lagal entiliy other than a person or persons, Ihe prolest petition shall be signed by the
duly authorized officer(s) of such legal entily. When such legal entity is a homeowner's association, the profest
pefiion shall be signad by the duly authorized officer(s) of such assoclalion, or, in lisu thereo, by $1% of the
mambars of the assoclation,

PRINT NAME DAYTINE ~ -
TRUDY J LAFRANCE TELEPHONE # Ho8-371-3362
ADDRESS CITY STATE ZIP CODE
Lo CAMBRIAN DR, CAMPOELL. 04, 95068
SIGNATURE (Notarized DATE
R R N TP G-22-/0
PRIN DAYTIME
r)ﬁﬁ %.5 LA FRAN CL TELEPHONE# FO8- 3 77 - 3302
RESS ' STATE ZIPCODE
; 00 CAMBRIAN DA, &WEE LL CA 500G
SIGMATURE (Motarlzad o
b Z #2210 A
DAYTIVE
TELEPHONE #
ABDRESS CITY STATE ZIPGODE
SIGNATURE (Notar lzed) DATE
PRINT NAME DAYTINVE
TELEFHONE #
ADDRESS Ty STATE ZIFCODE
SIGNATURE (Notarized) DATE
PRINT NAME DAYTIME
TELEPHONE #
ADDRESS CITY STATE ZIFCODE
SIGNATURE (Motarized) DATE
PRINTNAME DAYTIVE
TELEPHONE #
ADDRESS Gy STATE ZIP CODE
SIGNATURE (Notarized) DATE

Usesaparaie shaet if nacessary

PLEASE GALL THE AFPPOINTMENT DESH AT {408) 535-3555 FOR AN APPLICATION APPOINTMENT.
Zondrg Pioaal piyE5sHa paeam R 822006




STATE OF CALIFOENIA

)
COUNTY OF 354-!2’1 @,@M@./ ; =

gt A Notary Public, personally appeared
who proved to me on the basis of

acknowledged to me that hefshefthey executed the same in higfherftheir avthorized capacity{ies), and
that by hisfher/their signatura{g} on the instrument the person(s), or the entity upon behatf of which the
persun(s) acted, execubed the instruonent,

I certify under PENALTY OF PERJURY under the laws of the State of California that the foregoing
paragraph is true and correct.

.

L, Commisdion # 1733374

BE) Notory Public - Califoinla i
; S$anfa Clara Counly

4@%@&5’77 Qﬁ’mfkﬂ (Seal) ol MyCormm BrpesAz 20,201 ]

MNotary Public

WITHNESS my hand and official seal,

STATE OF CALIFOENLA

COUNTY OF %Mﬂ %d—f’
On o me/LQa’LfS? ? g'm;:rtary Public, persomally appeared

ho proved to me on the basis of
Eahsfach‘a’rf evidenceto be the persun{s] whnse name{s] isfare subscribed to the within instrument and
acknowledged to me that hefshefthey executed the same in hisfher/their authorized capacity{ies), and
that by higfhet/their signature(s) on the instrument the person{s), or the entity upon behalf of which the
person(s) acted, executed the instrument.

54,

Nt et Wt

I certify under PENALTY OF PERJURY under the laws of the State of California that the foregoing
paragraph is frue and correct,

DIANE M. J4 AMES
Commision # 1733374

Notary Puniic - Callfomtg i

faniq Ciagra ¢
C QUnty

Ape20, 201 |

WITNESS my hand and officiai seal.

et e i

Notary Poblic

201543701
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ATTACHMENT A

TO ZONING PROTEST APPLICATION

I protest -- and respectfully urge the City Council to deny -- the proposed Director
Initiated Frezoning (File No. C10-010) (“Prezoning™) that would result in the rezoning of
my property to R-1-5 Single-Family Residence Zoning District upon armexation to the
City of San Jose for the foliowing reasons and with reference fo the following facts:

1. Prezoning Paves the Way for Streamlined Annexation Without Protest, The
Prezoning is proposed in conjunction with -- and is a necessary prerequisite to - the City
of San Jose's intended streamlined “urban pocket” annexation (pursuant to Government
Code § 56375.3) of approximately 103 gross acies, consisting of 330 parcels in
unineorporated Santa Clara County, which is commonly known as Cambrian 36.
Carnbrian 36 encompasses my property and borders both the City of Campbell and the
City of San Jose.

2, Prezoning Directly Contradicte City of Campbell and L;ambrian 36 Property

Owmners Requests. The Prezoning is the first step of a unilateral effort inifiated by the City
of San Jose to annex Cambrian 36 - an effort which directly contradicts the stated desire of
both the City of Campbell and Cambrian 36 property owners to annex Cambrian 36 into
the City of Campbell. In October of 2006, a petition signed by 204 Cambrian 36 property
owners was presented to the City of Campbell asking that it be annexed to the City of
Campbell. In response, the City of Campbell directed its staff fo pursue two different
Ppossibilities for annexation of Cambrian 36, one which received preliminary support from
City of San Jose staff. Councilmember Judy Chirce, citing an inapplicable 1984 city policy
(concerning de-gnnexation), quashed this effort, Despite this disappointing response, both
Campbell’s and Cambrian 36 property owners’ interest in annexing Cambrian 36 remains
unequivocal. As recently expressed in the Mayor of Campbell's Ietter to the Mayor of San
Joze dated September 2, 2010, “Campbeil welcomes the annexation of the Cambrian #36
pocket into our city. The residenés have Campbell mailing addresses, identify with
Campbell, and stated a clear preference to be part of Camphell.” '

3, Prezoning Will Result in Anmexation that Will Not Benefit My Property. My

property will not benefit from the City of San Jose's intended annexation that will result
from the propesed Prezoning. On the contrary, it will result in a downgrade of my current
services received from the County of Sania Clara at an increased cost. The City of San Jose
does not currently provide Cambrian 36 residents any services and it has not provided any
indication that it is capable of meeting the standard of services that we currently receive.
Furthermore, it has not resolved the pressing issue of the City’s ability to provide fire




Residential

service. As such, the City's intended annexation would not qualify for a streamlined
urban island annexation pursuant to Government Code § 56375.3 because it does not meet
the eriteria set forth in Government Code § 56375.3(b)(5).

4. Staff Analysis of Prezoning ja msufiicient. Staff has not provided a sufficient
analysis of how the proposed Prezoning compares with my property’s existing County
zoning. For example, it has not explained or analyzed how the permitted and conditional
usges in the proposed zone will compare with what uses are currently allowed under my
property’s existing roning. Nor has it provided a comparison of floor area ratios and
densities etc. Further, it has not provided sufficlent analysis of what existing legal uses
would become legal non-conforming. As such, it is impossible for me to understand and
evaluate the affect of the Prezoning on my property.

5. Environmental Review of Prezoning Violates CEQA. Environmental review of the

Prezoning has not been conducted in compliance with the California Environmerital
Quality Act (“CEQA™). the City of San Jose's attempted reliance on the San José 2020
General Plan Environmental Impact Report (“EIR™} ig legaily inadequate, The EIR was
certified as complete on August 16, 1994 -- more than 16 years ago -- and is not cuarrent
nor accurate. Since its certification, new information of substantial importance to the
Prezoning that was not known and could not have been known at the time the BIR was
certified as complete is now available (such as changes in urban service area, changes in
population, changes in provision of services, public infrastructure etc.), As such,a
supplemental or subsequent EIR would need to be prepared in order to indude new
information since the certification date, At the very minimum, an addendum to the EIR is
required éo make minor corrections or changes. See Public Resources Code § 21166 and 14
Cal. Code Regs § 15162.

&. Public Hearing Notice Vialated City and State Notice Reguirements. Notice for the

San Jose Planning Commission August 25th public hearing on the Prezoning failed to
comply with the City’s own notice policies and State Planning & Zoning notice
requirements. Despite repeated requests for deferral from Cambrian 36 property owners
based on this insuffictent notice as well as lack of staff analysis and inadequate CEQA
review, the Planning Commission refused to grant the deferral request and instead
recommended the Prezoning for the City Council's approval. As such, the Planning
Commission’s recommendation is mull and void and the City Council's consideration of
the Prezoning is premature and does nof comply with Municipal Code § 20.120.030(R).
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ZONING PFIOTESTAPPLICATION

FILE NUMBER COUNCIL
DISTRICT
QUAD # ZONING GENERAL DATE
PLAN BY.
REZONING FILE NUMEER

ADDRESSOF PHDFEHTYBEING
PROTESTED 463 Onllas Py
AGSESSORS PARGEL NUMBER(S)

HZL-H4%-008

REASONGFPROTEST
| protast the propozed rezoning becapss See Attachment A

Useseparate sheet it necessary

The proparty in which | own an undivided Interes) of atleast 519, and on behall of which this protestis belng filed,
is sHuvated at: {descrbe propery by address and Asseszor's Parcef Number)

43 Dallay DM
Yi2- 34~ 408

and fs now zoned RI-8 District. {in Santa Clara County}

Tha undivided interest which | own In the propery described inthe statement abova is a:

S(Fea Interesl {ownership)

[] Leasehold interest which explres on

I:I Other: {fexplain)

PLEASE CALL THE APFCINTMENT DESK AT (408) 535-3555 FOR AN APPLICATION APPOINTMENT.
Zankeg ProiesLpmEEMppiaallon Rey, 622038
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This form must be signed by ONE or mare owners of an un divided interest of at least 51% Inihe lol or parcel for
which such prodest Is filed, such interast haing nol mersly an sasemant. A tenani under & laagses which has a
ramaiming lenm of ten years or longsr shall be desmad an “owner for purposes of this protest. When the owner of
an eligible protes] sta is a legal enlilly oltier ihan & person of persons, the prolest patilion shall be signed by the
duly aulfirized oificer(s) of such legal anfity. When such lagal entity s a homeowners association, tha protest
patition shali ba signed by the duly auihorized officar{s) of such association, or, In ligy tharsof, by 51% of he
mamibers of the essoclation.
PRINT WAME DAYTIME
| H&EC ¢ C. qugn‘ =RS TELEPHONE # Yo8- 9oz 1101
ADDRESS ~ TY STATE ZIP CODE
t62 Delles Oy Ctmfball Ch 9500
SIGHATLURE (Motar DATE
(Hotarzec) {.L-\ N __» q .22~
PRINTNAME e Y - DAYTIME
Teancls E. Jass ces TephonEs S 0B-DOT-NDY
ADDAESS ~ CImY STATE ZIP CODE
412, Oatles Dr,  Camgbell €& Asco@
SIGNATURE (Notarized) }4 DATE
B Guecos 9. 9210
PRINTNAME v i 7 DAYTIME ’
TELEFHONE#
ADDRESS CITY STATE ZIPCODE
SIGNATURE [Motarized) DATE
PRINT MAME DAYTIME
TELEPHOME #
ADDRESS CImY STATE ZIPCODE
SIGNATURE {Matarized} DATE
PRINTNAME DAYTIME
TELEFHONE#
ADDRESS . CITY STATE ZIPCODE
SIGNATURE (Hotarized} DATE
PRINTNAME DAYTRE
TELEFHOME#
ADDRESS CITY STATE ZIFCODE
SIGNATURE {Motarized} DATE
Usg separate shestif necessary

PLEASE CALL THE APPOINTMENT DESK AT {408} 535-3555 FOR AN APBLICATION APPOINTMENT.

Zring ProtesLpnsslag pleation Ray.aie/Zi0g



STATE OF CALIFORNIA )]

counTy oF _iwh (1AM )

on_ 4 lﬁ/ltfﬂ before me,__ M2 Wab , Notary Publi, persenally appeared

W C- L]&Eéﬁ? pafl Fifhm . who proved ko me on the baeis of
satisfactory evidence-to be the persen{s) whose name{s} lsfm:subscribed be the within ingbrument and
acknowledged to me that hefshe iR executed the same in hisfherfhEibanthorized capacityfies), and
that by hisfhtj@lgna[‘um{s} on the instrument the person(s), or the entity upon behalf of which the
person(s) acted, executed the Instrument.

[ certify under PENALTY OF PERJURY under the laws of the State of California that the f::-rr:gmng

paragraph is true and correct.
M. 5, LUCIO
Commisslon # I?MM:
WITNESS my hand and official seal. No;zr:::ugll:ﬁu gglllllnul;:': o E
22,2012
otary Puf:lic
STATE OF CALIFORMNIA )
) s
COUNTY OF L )
o before me, f Nuta.r}r Pubiic, PHSDIIB][}' appeared

, who proved bo me on the basia of
gatisfactory evidenceto be the person(s) whose name(s) isfare subscribed bo the within instrurnent and
acknowledged to me that hefshefthey executed the same in hisfherftheir avthorized capacity{ies), and
that by hisfherftheir signature(s) on the instrument the person(s), or the entity upon behalf of which the
persori(s) acted, executed the instrument.

I certify under FENALTY OF PERJURY under the laws of the State of Califomia that the fnregoing
paragraph is frue and correct.

WITHESS my hand and officfal seal.

(Seal)

Motary Public

200443 .1
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ATTACHMENT A
TO ZONING PROTEST APPLICATION

1 protest — and respectfully urge the City Council io deny -- the proposed Director
Initiated Prezening (File No. C10-010) (“Prezoning”) that would result in the rezoning of
my property to R-1-5 Single-Family Residence Zoning District upon annexation to the
City of San Jase for the following reasons and with reference to the following facts:

1. Prezoning Paves the Way for Streamlined tion Without

Prezoning is proposed in conjunction with -- and is a necessary prerequisite fo — the City
of San Jose's intended streamlined “urban pocket” annexation (pursuant to Government
Code § 56375.3) of approximately 103 gross acres, consisting of 330 parcels in
unincorporated Santa Clara Counfy, which is commonly known as Cambrian 36,
Cambrian 36 encompasses my properfy and borders both the City of Campbell and the
City of San Jose.

2. Prezoning Diregtly Contradicts City of Campbell and Cambrian 36 Proper

Owners Requests. The Prezoning is the first step of a unilateral effort initiated by the City
of San Jose to annex Cambrian 36 — an effort which directly coniradicts the stated desire of
both the City of Campbell and Cambrian 36 property owners to annex Cambrian 36 into
the City of Campbell. In Qctober of 2006, a petition signed by 204 Cambrian 36 property
owmers was presented to the City of Campbell asking that if be annexed to the City of
Campbell. In response, the City of Campbell directed its staft to pursue two different
possibilities for annexation of Cambrian 36, one which received preliminary support from
City of San Jose staff. Councilmember Judy Chirco, citing an inapplicable 1984 city policy
(concerning de-annexation), quashed this effort, Despite this disappointing response, both
Campbell’s and Cambrian 36 property owners’ interest in annexing Cambrian 36 remains
unequivocal. As recently expressed in the Mayor of Campbell's letter to the Mayor of San
Jose dated September 2, 2010, “Campbell welcomes the annexation of the Cambrian #26
pocket into our city. The residents have Campbell mailing addresses, identify with
Campbell, and stated a clear preference to be part of Camphell.”

3. reroni ill Resnlt in Annexation ' t Benefit

properéy will not benefit from the City of San Jose's intended annexation that will resulé
from the proposed Prezoning. On the conirary, it will result in a downgrade of my current
services received from the County of Santa Clara af an increased cost. The City of 5an Jose
does not currently provide Cambrian 36 residents any services and it has not provided any
indication that it is capable of meeting the standard of services that we currently receive,
Furthermore, it has not resolved the pressing issue of the City’s ability to provide fire
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gervice. As such, the City's intended annexation would not qualify for a streamlined
urban island annexation pursuant to Government Code § 56375.3 because it does not meet
the criteria set forth in Government Code § b6375.2(b1(6).

4, Staff Analysis of Prezoning is msufficient. Staff hasnot provided a sufficient
analysis of how the proposed Prezoning compares with my property’s existing County

zoning. For example, it has not explained or analyzed how the permitted and conditional
uses in the proposed zone will compare with what uses are currently allowed under my
property’s existing zoning, Nor has it provided a comparison of floor area ratios and
densities etc. Further, it has not provided sufficient analysis of what existing legal uses
would become legal non-conforming. As such, it is impossible for me fo understand and
evaluate the affect of the Prezoning on nvy property.

5. Environmental Review of Prezoning Violates CEQA. Environmental review of the
Prezoning has not been conducted in compliance with the California Environmental
Quality Act (“CEQA”). the City of San Jose’s attempted reliance on the San José 2020
General Plan Environmental Impact Report (“EIR") is legally inadequate. The EIR was
certified as complete on August 16, 1994 — more than 16 years ago - and is not current
nor accurate. Since its certification, new information of substantial importance to the
Prezoning that was not known and could not have been known at the ime the EIR was
certified as complete is now available (such as changes in urban service area, changes in
poptdation, changes in provision of services, public infrastructure ete.). As such, a
gupplemental or subsequent EIR would need to be prepared in order fo include new
information since the certification date, At the very minimum, an addendum o the EIR is
required to make minor corrections or changes. See Public Resources Code § 21166 and 14
Cal, Code Regs § 15162. :

A, Public Hearing Notice Violated City and State Notice Requirements. Notice for the

San Jose Planning Commission August 25th public hearing on the Prezoning failed to
comply with the City's own notice policies and State Flanning & Zoning notice
requirements. Despite repeated requests for deferral from Cambrian 36 property owners
based on this insufficent notice as well as lack of staif analysis and inadequate CEQA
review, the Planning Commission refused to grant the deferral request and instead
recommended the Prezoning for the City Couneil’s approval. As such, the Flanning
Commission’s recommendation is null and void and the City Council’s consideration of
the Prezoning is premature and does not comply with Municipal Code § 20,120.030(B).
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FILENUMBER

QUAD # ZONING GENERAL DATE

REZONIMG FILE NUMEBER

ADDRESS OF PROPERTY BEING

¥ |prOTESTED § 4 O Sweafbr:c},ﬁﬂﬂr.(??f?ﬂ;ﬂé@// A A=Y22 A

ASSESSORS PARGELNUMBERIS)

FI A - 22 00

REASONOFFROTEST
| pratest iha propossd rezoning because See Attachment A

Lsa sapdrata shast I necessary

The proparty i which | own an undivided [nterest of at least 51%, and on behalf of which this profest is being filed,
is siluated ab: {describe proparly by addross and Assassor's Parcel Number)

1 9206 Sweetbrigry Compped CF 95008
72~ H]~ 002 - 0O

and is now zaned R1-8 Disiriet. (in Santa Clara County)

The undlvided intarast which | ewn in the property described in the statement abovais a:
E Fealnterest {ownearzhip)
[[] Lesseholdinterest which expires on

(1 Other: (expfaing

PLEASE CALL THE APPOINTMENT DESI AT {40B) 535-35545 FOR AN APPLICATION APPOINTMENT.

Fucik FinkesL possiApjioarion By, RN
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ZONING PROTEST APPLICATION

This form must ba signed by ONE or more owners of an undivided intarast of 81 leas! 51% in the Jat or parcal for
which such protest |s filad, such intarest being not merely an sasament. A tenant under e fease which has a
ramaining tarm of lan years or longer shall be desmed an "owner for purpoeses ofthis protest. When the owner of
an aligible protesl slte [s & legal entitiy other than a person or parsons, 1he protast petilion shall ba signad by the
duly authorizad officer(s) of such legal entity. When such |epal entity is a homeowner's agsoclatlon, the profest
pelillon shell be signad by the duly avtharizad officar(s) of such associalion, or, In lisu theraof, by 519t of the
mambars of the assaclallon.
PRINT MAME DANTIME L. s
Hzelhog Lo ﬁ&éﬁf/‘ TELEPHONE#” —C 7 75 =&
ADDHESS _ 7 v ZQUY STATE ZIP CODE
1060 Lhpweg [rer Lrwe  Spe Zose (2 sz
o f?/ &5/l o
DAYTIME
TELEPHONE#
ADDAESS CITY STATE ZIFCODE
SIGNATURE {Notarlzad) DATE
PRINT NAME DAYTIME
TELEPHONE#
ADDRESS CImy STATE ZIPCODE
SIAMATURE [(Metarized) DATE
PRINTHAME DAYTIME
TELEPHONE#
ADDRESS CITY ETATE ZIPCODE
SIGHATURE [Notarlzed) DATE
PRINTHAME DAYTIME
TELEPHONE#
ADDHESS CITY STATE ZIFCODE
SIGNATURE {(Motarlzed) DATE
PRINTMNAME DAYTIME
TELEPHOME#
ADDRESS iy STATE ZIFCODE
SIGNATURE [(Notarlzed) DATE
Use separale sheeiifnecessary

PLEASE CALL THE APPOINTMENT DESK AT (408) 535-3555 FOR AN APPLICATION APPOINTMENT.

2] ProlesLpmBS g pieaticn R /272008




STATE OF CALIFORNIA

)
; }  ss
COUNTY DF&{'M;% EI QM&L.J i
81@+9~5 Ve U before me/\QLM)ﬂ OMPL@ Motary Public, personally appeared

rl B "FKM tead , who proved te me on the basia of
Za hsfactnry evidence-to ba the persnyn{s} whose name{s) 1s,|l'are subscribed to the within instrument and
acknowledged to me that hefshefthey execited the same in hisfhetftheir authorized capacity(ies), and
that by his/herftheir slgnatura(g) on the instrument the persan(s), or the entity upon behalf of which the
person(s) acted, executed the instrument,

I certlfy under PENALTY OF PERJURY under the laws of the State of California that the foregoing
paragraph is true and correct.

c:mmlnlm #* 1133378

';{I I- %y Nolary Public - Calitarma

WITHNESS moy hainnd and offical seal. - ""I'/ tanta Clara County !
&um v Cormm. Epivee Apx 20, 201 1
m W (Sesl)
Moy Publu:
STATE OQF CALIFORNIA ]
] e
COUNTY OF )
Cn hefore me, , Motary Public, perscnally appearad

_ who proved to me on the basis of
sabsfactory evidenoe-to be the person(s) whose name(s) 1sfare subscribed bo the within instroment and
acknowledged to me that hefshefthey executed the same jn higfher/their authorized capacity(les), and
that by hisfherfthelr sigrature(s) on the instrument the personds), or the entity upon behalf of which the
personds) acted, executed the instrument.

I certify tnder PENALTY OF PERJURY under the laws of the Siate of California that the foregoing
paragraph is true and correct,

WITNESS my hand and official seal,

{Seal)

Motary Fublic

04243701
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service. As such, the City’s intended annexation would not qualify for a streamlined
urban island annexation pursuant to Government Code § 56375.3 because it does not meet
the criteria set forth in Government Code § 56375.3(b)(6).

4. Staff Analysis of Pregoning jg Insufficient. Staff has not provided a sufficient

analysis of how the proposed Prezoning compares with my property’s existing County
zoning. For example, it bas not explained or analyzed how the permitted and conditional
uses in the proposed zone will compare with what uses are currently allowed under my
property’s existing zoning. Nor has it provided a comparison of floor area ratios and
densities ete, Further, it has not provided sufficient analysis of what existing legal uses
would become legal non-conforming. As such, itis impossible for me to understand and
evaluate the affect of the Prezoning on my property.

3. Environmental Review of Prezoning Violates CEQA. Environmental review of the
Prezoning has not been condueted in compliance with the California Environmental
Quality Act (“CBQA"). the City of San Jose's attempted reliance on the San José 2020
General Plan Environmental Impact Report (“EIR”) is legally inadequate. The EIR was
certified as complete on August 16, 1994 -- more than 16 years ago -- and is not current
nor accurate. Since its certification, new information of substantial importance to the
Prezoning that was not known and could not have been known at the time the EIR was
certified as complete is now available (such as changes in urban service area, changes in
population, changes in provision of services, pblic infrastructure efc). Assuch,a
supplemental or subsequent EIR would need to be prepared in order to include new
information since the certification date. At the very minimum, an addendum to the EIR is
required to make minor corrections ar changes. See Public Resources Code § 21166 and 14
Cal. Code Regs § 15162,

f. Public Hearing Notice Violated City and State Notice Requirements. Motice for the

San Jose Plannirig Commission August 25th public hearing on the Prezoning failed to
comply with the City’s own notice policies and State Planning & Zoning nolice
requirements. Despite repeated requests for deferral from Cambrian 36 property owners
based on this insufficient notice as well as lack of staff analysis and inadequate CEQA
review, the Planning Commission refused ta grant the deferral request and instead
recommended the Prezoning for the City Council’s approval. As such, the Planning
Commission’s recommendation is pufl and void and the City Council’s consideration of
the Prezoning is premature and does not comply with Municipal Code § 20.120.030(B),
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ZONING PROTEST APPLICATION

QUAD # ZONING GEMERAL DATE

REZONING FILENUMBER

T e

ﬁgg?gsSTEégFPHDPEHWBEIHGq 2)0{ Su}ﬁﬂ‘l'br‘lﬂa ¢ b - C@mbﬂ“ Ca q 57_'){} c{'-S'
ASSESSOR'S PARCEL NUMBER(S)
1L 40 6235

See Attachment A

REASONOF PROTEST

| profest the proposed rezaning becauss

Lize saparaieshaeslif necassary

The property inwhich | awn an undivided intaresl of at leas! %1%, and on bahalf of which this protest is baing filed,
is situeted at: (describe properiy by addrass and Azsessor's Parcel Number)

q4 39 Spoeetboriors b, Coumnpbell Ca 95005~
Y2 Ho 035

and is now zoned R1-8 pistrict. (in Santa Clara County)

Tha undlvided inlerast which [ owri [nihe praperty deseribad in the statemenl above isa.
E{ Fae Intarest fownership)
I:l Lessshald intarast which explres on

[(] omer:fexpiain)

PLEASE CALL THE APPOINTMENT DESK AT (408) 535-3555 FOR AN APPLICATION APPOINTMENT.

Zoring Pumeat pinds A phicalion Rey, URE008




Page2 ZONING PROTEST APPLICATION

This form must be signad by ONE or mors owners of an undivided interest of at lsast £1% In \he lot or parcel for
which such protest |5 (lled, such interest belng nol marely an easement. Alenant under a lease whichhasa
ramalning term of len yoars or longer shall ba dasmed an "owner” jor purposes of this prolesl. Whan the owner of
an aligible protes! site is & lagel entitiy other than a parson or persons, the proiest pelilion shall be sioned by the
duly aulhorized officer(s) of such legal enlity. When such legal enfity is a homeownsr’s azsocialion, the pratest
pelilion shall be signed by the duly authorized officar(g) of such associzlion, ar, in lieu tharedf, by 51% of the
members of the associalion.

PRNTNAVE Jony A Cvidranich Teepone#H08 0D IGTL
R 09 sweamgﬁ r_Couripiell  Co” Qsbos”
SIGNATURE {Notarlzed DA

-y - 22 fro
PRINTNAME { ) <o Cvvronucn IQSSPHI!I%NE#L{DK\ %2’3“("55'_/
ADDRESS 0y 2. ?w~e€+bflﬂf N M” STATE QS‘CZJI:%%EBE
SIGNATURE (Notarized) /{/@ M %W%“ DATE? / /15 /LC)

PRINTNAME CAYTIME

TELEPHONE #
ADDRESS Y STATE ZIPCODE
SIGNATURE (MNatatlzed) . DATE
PRINTHAME DAYTIME

TELEPHONE #
ADDRESS CITY STATE ZIPCODE
SIGNATURE {Notarizad) DATE
PRINTHAME _ DAY TIME

TELEPHONE #
ADDRESS CITY STATE 2P CODE
SIGNATURE {Noterized} DATE
PRINT NAME DAYTIME

TELEPHONE#
ADDHESS Y STATE ZIPCODE
SIGNATURE {(Notatlzed) DATE

Use separate shest ifnecessany

PLEASE CALL THE APPOINTMENT DESK AT (408) 535-3555 FOR AN APPLICATION APROINTMENT.

EondpFanl st pmisE g pDsalien Rav. 64252008




STATE OF CALIFORNIA )

county oF (AT (LA )

f

On th?/l [ﬁ hefors me, H‘G wﬂ' - Motary Public, pevsonally appeared

J oM A m& Lﬁ'.ﬁr Pﬁ{TFNI.CH' ——— _ who proved to me on the basis of
satisfactory evidence-to be the pereonis) whose name{sHsfa® subscribed to the within instrament and
acknowledged to me that hefshefliSPexecuted the same in hisfherfndtEnthorized capadity{ies), and
that by his/her, ignature(s) on fhe instrument the person(s), or the entity upon behalf of which the
personfs) acted, execated the nsteament.

I certify under PENALTY OF PERJURY uvnder the laws of the State of California that the foregoing
paragraph is trve and correct. . —

M. 5. LUCIC
& Commisslon # 1794411

WITINESS my hand and official seal. 3 ke <l Notary Public - California 3
\Gh:d/ samia Clora Counly 3
; My Cornm, Exples gﬂzz A2 [
{Seal)
piary Public
STATE OF CALIFQRNIA )
o} s
COUNTY OF )
Cn hefore me, ; Motary Public, persomally appeared

. who proved to me on the basis of
satisfactory evidence-tn be the personis} whose name(s} isfare srbscribed to the within instriment and
acknowledged to me that befshefthey executed the same in hisfher/their authorized capacity{ies), and
that by hisfher/their signature(s) on the instrument the person(s), or the enfity upon behalf of which the
person(s) acted, exequted the instrament. .

T certify umder PENALTY OF FERJURY under the laws of the State of California that the foregoing
paragraph is true and correct.

WITNESS iy hand, and official seal,

{Seal}

Notary Public

20194370.1
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ATTACHMENT A

TO ZONING PROTEST ATPLICATION

I protest - and respectfully urge the City Council to deny -~ the proposed Director
Initiated Prezoning (File No. C10-010) ("Prezoning”) that would result in the rezoning of
my property to R-1-5 Single-Family Residence Zoning District upon armexation to the
City of San Jose for the following reasons and with reference to the following facts:

1. Prezoning Paves the Way for Streamlined Annexation Without Protest, The
Prezoning is proposed in conjunction with -- and is a necessary prerequisite to — the City
of San Joses intended streamtined “urban pocket” annexation (pursuant to Government
Code § 56375.3) of approximately 103 gross acres, consisting of 330 parcels in
unincorporated Santa Clara County, which is commonly known as Cambrian 36.
Cambrian 36 encompasses my properfy and borders both the City of Campbell and the

(ity of 5an Jose,

2. Prezoning Directly Contradicts City of Campbell and Carmbrian 36 Property

Owners Requests. The Prezoning is the first step of a unilateral effort initiated by the City
of San Jose to annex Cambrian 36 - an effort which directly contradicis the stated desire of
both the City of Campbell and Cambrian 36 property cwiners to annex Cambrian 36 into
the City of Campbell. In October of 2006, a petition signed by 204 Cambrian 36 property
owners was presented to the City of Campbell asking that it be annexed to the City of
Campbell. In response, the City of Campbell directed its staff to pursue two different
possibilities for annexation of Cambrian 36, one which received preliminary support from
City of 5an Jose staff. Councilmember Judy Chirco, citing an inapplicable 1984 city policy
{(concerning de-arnexation), quashed this effort. Despite this disappointing response, both
Campbell's and Cambrian 36 property owners” interest in annexing Cambrian 36 remains
unequivacal. As recently expressed in the Mayor of Campbell’s letter te the Mayor of San
Jose dated September 2, 2010, “Campbell welcomes the annexation of the Cambrian 436
pocket into our city, The residents have Campbell mailing addresses, identify with
Campbell, and stated a clear preference to be part of Campbell.” '

3. Prezoning Will Result in Annexation that Will Not Benefit My Property. My

property will not benefit from the City of San Jose's intended annexation that will result
from the proposed Prezoning. On the contrary, it will resultin a downgrade of my current
services received from the County of Santa Clara at an increased cost. The City of San Jose
does not currently provide Cambrian 36 residents any services and it has not provided any
indication that it is capable of meeting the standard of services that we currently receive,
Furthermore, it has not resclved the pressing issue of the City’s ability to provide fire




Restdential

service. As such, the City’s intended annexation would not qualify for a streamlined
urban island annexation pursuant to Government Code § 56375.3 because it does not meet
the criteria sef forth in Government Code § 56375.3(b)(6).

4. statf Analysis of Prezoning is Insifficient. Staff has not provided a sufficient

analysis of how the propesed Prezoning compares with my property’s existing County
zoning. For example, it has not explained or analyzed how the permitted and conditional
uses i the proposed zone will compare with what uses are cuwrrently allowed under my
property’s existing zoning. Nor has it provided a comparison of floor area ratics and
densities etc. Further, it has not provided sufficient analyseis of what existing legal uses
would become legal non-conforming. As such, it is impossible for me to understand and
evaluate the affect of the Prezoning on my property.

5. Environmental Review of Prezoning Violates CEQA, Environmental review of the

Prezoning has not been conducted in compliance with the California Environmental
Quality Act (“CEQA”). the City of San Jose's attempted reliance on the San José 2020
Ceneral Plan Environmental Impact Report (“EIR") is legally inadequate. The EIR was
certified as complete on August 16, 1994 - more than 16 years ago - and is not current
nor accurate. Since its certification, new information of substantial importance to the
Prezoning that was not known and could not have been known at the time the EIR was
certified as complete is now available (such as changes in urban service area, changes in
population, changes in provision of services, public infrastructure etc.). As such,a
supplemental cr subsequent EIR would need to be prepared in order to include new
information since the certification date. At the very minimum, an addendum to the EIR is
required to make minor corrections or changes. See Public Resources Code § 21166 and 14
Cal. Code Regs § 15162.

a. blic Hearing Notice Viplated City and State Notice Requirements. Notice for the
San Jose Planning Commission August 25¢h public hearing on the Prezening failed to
comply with the City’s own notice policies and State Planning & Zoning notice
requirements. Despite repeated requests for deferral from Cambrian 36 property owners
based on this insufficient notice as well as lack of staff analysis and inadequate CEQA
review, the Planning Commission refused to grant the deferral request and instead
recommended the Prezoning for the City Council’s approval. As such, the Planning
Commnission’s recommendation is null and void and the City Council's consideration of
the Prezoning is premature and does not comply with Municipal Code § 20.120.030(B).
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ZONING PROTESTAPPLICATION

R LA o e e R T
FILE NUKMBER COUNGIL
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QUAD # ZONING GENERAL DATE

BY

REZONING FILENUMBER
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| profest Ihe proposed rezonlng because See Aftachment A
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Uze separalesheel i necessary

The prapanty n which | own an undivided interest of at least 51%, and nn behail of which thls prolest is being fllad,
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FLEASE CALL THE APPOINTMENT DESK AT (408) 535-3555 FOR AN APPLICATION APPOINTMENT.
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Page2 ZONING PROTEST APPLICATION

This form must be signad by ONE or more owrners of an undlvided intérest of af least 51% in the ol o parce! for
which such protast is llled, such inlerest being notmerefy an eagement. Atanant under 2 lease which hasa
remaining term of ten yoars or longer shall be desmed an awner for purposes of this prolsst. When the owner of
an eligibia profesl sita |3 a legel sntiliy olher than a parson or parsons, tha protest petition shafl be signed by tha
duly authotized ofllcer(s) of such legal entily. When such legal entily is & homeowner's association, 1ha protest
pulition shall be signed by tha duly aulhorized afficer(s) of such associalion, or, in lieu thereof, by 51% ofthe
members of the association.

PRINT NAME DAYTIME _
) ANAD  RAMAN TELEFHONE# <08 £ 345 6471
ADDRESS CITY STATE ZIPCODE
39 SwHAFTERLIT DL N Cpd L o FOOY
SIGNATURE {Natatized - DATE .
e : J MM@—’ 27 AEC 2N
PRINT NAME DAYTIME
VINI 7 Ul ated o il {ELEPHONE# 40§ 947 6744
ADDRESS CTY STATE ZIPCODE
£H S ETBALAE B . CApFLLL o4 Fof
SIGNATURE {NotaHzed)*
%“_A@L g (B, "F123 019
PRINT NAME DAYTIME r !
TELEPHONE #

ADDRESS \ CIY STATE /kﬁGDDE
SIGNATURE {Notarized) \ _ W

PRINTNAME \ DAYTIME
TELEPHOME#

ADDRESS \ CITY / STATE Z{P CODE

SIGNATURE (Notarized) \ N DATE
PRINT NAME \ DATTIME
TELEFHONE #
ADDRESS = \qv STATE ZIPCODE

SIGNATURE (Notarized) / DATE
PRINT NAME YTIME
TEPEEHONE #
ADDRESS / oY \STATE ZIP CODE
<

SIGHATUREANolar(zed) ‘%TE

o

Use sapargle shest ifnecessary

PLEASE CALL THE APFOINTMENT DESK AT {400} 535-3555 FOH AN AFPLICATION APPOINTMENT.
Zorlrg Prisiesyprasthpgcatian Fum. BE/EI0E




STATE OF CALIFORMNIA ]

COUNTY OF JM 2 nse 1';

Matary Public, personally appeared

LS Ve Ll . 33 whe proved to me on the basis of
satisfactory edfidenceto be the perso @ huose namsubscrlbed to the within instrument arud
acknowiedged to mg that hefsheffhey Skecuted the same in hisfherffheihuthorized capaciygfiech and
that by hisfhe atupds bn the instrument the pezsafiEP or the entity upen behalf of which the
pﬂ‘sm@ﬁcted, exernted the instnument.

1 cerfify under PENALTY OF PERJURY under the kaws of the State of Califormia that the foregoing

paragraph is true and correct. L. K. ROACH

(A coN, #1837256
A0 Hu%m puauc»cmrnnnmg
87¥  SANTA

Ky Comm. Explres March 16, 2043

WITHESS my hand and official seal.

’ {Seal)
Aotpty Plblic
STATE OF CALIFORNIA )
J -3
COUNTY OF )
On before me, , Motary Public, personally appeared

_ who proved to me on the baeis of
satisfactory evidenceto be the person(s) whose name(s) isfare subseribed fo the within instrument and
acknowledged to me that hefshefthey evacuted the same in hisfherftheir authorized capacity{ies), and
that by bisfherftheir signature(s) on the instrument the person(s), or the entity Upon hehalf of which the
person(s) acted, executed the insbrument.

I certify under PENALTY OF PERJURY under the laws of the Statz of California that the forepoing
paragraph ia true and correct.

WITNESS my hand and officlal seal.

{Seal)

Notary Public

20144370.1
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ATTACHMENT A

TO ZONING PROTEST APFLICATION

I protest -- and respectfully urge the City Council to deny -- the proposed Director
Initiated Prezoning (File No. C10-010} (“Prezoning”} that would result in the rezoning of
my property to R-1-5 Single-Family Residence Zoning District upon annexation to the
City of San Jose for the following reasons and with reference to the following facts:

1. Prezoning Paves the Way for Streamlined Annexation Without Protest. The
Prezoning is proposed in conjunction with -- and is a necessary pretequisite to - the City
of San Jose's intended streamlined “urban pocket” annexation (pursuant o Government
Code § 56375.3) of approximately 103 gross acres, consisting of 330 parcels in
unincorporated Santa Clara County, which is commonly known as Cambrian 36.
Cambrian 36 encompasses my property and borders both the City of Campbell and the

City of San Jose.

2. Prezening Directly Confradicts City of Campbell and Cambrian 36 Property
Owners Requests. The Prezoning is the first step of a unilateral effort initiated by the City
of San Jose to annex Cambrian 36 - an effort which directly contradicts the stated desire of
both the City of Campbell and Cambrian 36 property owners to annex Cambrian 36 into
the City of Campbell. InQctober of 2006, a petition signed by 204 Cambrian 36 property
owners was presented to the City of Campbell asking that it be annexed to the City of
Campbell. Inresponse, the City of Campbell directed its staff to pursue twoe different
possibilities for annexation of Cambrian 36, one which received preliminary support from
City of San Jose staff. Councilmember Judy Chirco, citing an inapplicable 1984 city policy
(concerning de-annexation), quashed this effort. Despite this disappeinting response, both
Campbell’s and Cambrian 36 property awners’ inerest in armexing Cambrian 36 remains
unequivoeal. As recently expressed in the Mayor of Campbell’s letter to the Mayor of San
Jose dated September 2, 2010, “Campbell welcomes the annexation of the Cambrian #36
pocket into our city. The residents have Campbell mailing addresses, identify with
Campbell, and stated a clear preference to be part of Campbell

a. ing Will Result in ation that Will it My P

property will not benefit from the City of San Jose's intended annexation that will result
from the proposed Prezoning. On the contrary, it will result in a downgrade of my current
services received from the County of Santa Clara at an increased cost. The City of San Jose
does not currently provide Cambrian 36 residents any services and it has not provided any
indication that it is capable of meeting the standard of services that we currently receive.
Furthermore, it has not resolved the pressing issue of the City’s abilify to provide fire
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service. As such, the City's intended annexation would not qualify for a streamlined
urban island annexation pursuant to Government Code § 56375.5 because it does not meet
the criteria set forth in Government Code § 56375.3(b)(6).

4, Staff Analysis of Prezoning is Insufficient, Staff has not provided a sufficient
analysiz of how the proposed Prezoning compares with iny property’s existing County
zoning, For example, it has not explained or analyzed how the permitted and condifional
uses in the proposed zone will compare with what uses are currently allowed under my
properiy’s existing zoning, Nor has it provided a comparison of floor area ratios and
densities etc. Further, it has not provided sufficient analysis of what existing legal uses
would become legal non-conforming. As such, it is impossible for me to understand and
evaluate the affect of the Prezoning on my property.

5. Environmental Review of Prezoning Violates CEQA. Environmental review of the

Prezoning has not been conducted in compliance with the California Environmental
Quality Act (“CEQA™). the City of San Jose’s attempted reliance on the San José 2020
General Flan Environmental Impact Report ("EIR"} is legally inadequate, The EIR was
certified as complete on August 16, 1994 -- more than 16 years ago - and is not current
nor accurate, Since iks certification, new information of substantial importance to the
Prezoning that was not known and could not have been known at the time the EIR was
certified as complete is now available (such as changes in urban service area, changes in
population, changes in provision of services, public infrastruchirre efc.). As such,a
supplemental or subsequent EIR would need to be prepared in order to include new
information since the certification date, At the very minimum, an addendum to the EIR is
required fo make minor corrections or changes. See Public Resources Code § 21166 and 14
Cal. Code Regs § 15162

&. Public Hearing Notice Violated City and State Nofice Requirements, Notice for the

San Jose Planning Commission August 25th public hearing on the Prezoning failed (o
comply with the City’s own notice policies and State Planning & Zoning notice
requirements. Despite repeated requests for deferral from Cambrian 36 property ovwmers
based on this insufficient notice ag well as lack of staff analysis and inadequate CEQA
review, the Plarming Commission refused to grant the deferral request and instead
recommended the Prezoning for the City Council’s approval. As such, the Planning
Commissien’s recommendation is mall and void and the City Couneil's consideration of
the Prezoning is prematuire and does not comply with Municipal Code § 20.120.030(B).




